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Section 1.0 Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

agencies who commented on the DEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comments.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

consultation process. 

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

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

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

certifying the EIR as adequate under CEQA. Written responses to comments will also be provided to 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 1.0 - Introduction 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

1.0-2 

non-public agency individuals, organizations, and entities that commended on the DEIR. In addition, the 

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

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

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

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

recommend EIR certification and Project approval to the City Council.  

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF EIR 

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

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

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

CEQA process activities to date. 

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

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

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

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

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

1.3 CEQA PROCESS HISTORY 

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

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

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

distributed on September 22, 2021. 

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

October 7, 2021. 

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

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

period closed on June 6, 2022. 

1.4 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FEIR is not subject to recirculation prior to certification.  

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

part: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 

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

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

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

example, a disclosure showing that: 

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

a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

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

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

insignificance. 

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

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 

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

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

in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded 

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

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

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

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

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

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

June 6, 2022. 

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

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

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

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

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

a written response which corresponds to each commenter.  

Table 2.0-1: Comments from Public Agencies and Organizations 

Reference Commenter Date 

State 

S1 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Heather Pert, Acting Environmental Program Manager 
June 06, 2022 

Regional 

R1 

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Terri S. Reeder, PG, CEG, CHG 

Supervisor, Coastal Waters Planning and CEQA Section 

May 12, 2022 

R2  
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Dung Nguyen 
May 13, 2022 

R3 
Riverside Transit Agency 

Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Analyst 
April 22, 2022 

Local 

L1 
County of Riverside, Department of Environmental Health 

Kristine Kim, REHS 
May 04, 2022 

L2 
Beaumont Unified School District, Facilities & Planning Team 

Diane Mendez 
April 21, 2022 

L3 
City of Calimesa 

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

Tribal 

T1 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office 

Arysa Gonzalez Romero, Cultural Resources Analyst 

May 20, 2022 

Organizations/Interested Parties 

O1 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Sheila M. Sannadan, Legal Assistant 

Lorrie J. LeLe, Legal Assistant 

May 09, 2022 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-2 

Reference Commenter Date 

O2 
Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

Malou Reyes, Paralegal 
June 06, 2022 

O3 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

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

O4 
Cherry Valley Acres and Neighbors 

Pat Doherty, Treasurer 
May 30, 2022 

O5 

Solera Oak Valley Greens Association, Board of Directors 

Christine Rodgers, Vice President of Large Scale Community 

Management 

May 18, 2022 

O6 
Center for Biological Diversity, Urban Wildlands Program 

Hallie Kutak, Senior Conservation Advocate 
May 12, 2022 

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

Gary Ho 
June 06, 2022 

General Public 

G1 Sonny Lee April 21, 2022 

G2 Mary Daniel May 01, 2022 

G3 Allan Lovelace April 23, 2022 

G4 Gayla Faux April 25, 2022 

G5 Dolores Weitz April 22, 2022 

G6 Pablo Soto April 22, 2022 

G7 Steven Mehlman April 25, 2022 

G8 Richard Hobson April 27, 2022 

G9 Eugene DeFouw June 01, 2022 

G10 Carol Marquez June 06, 2022 

G11 Kathleen Schneider June 01, 2022 

G12 Roger Thompson May 31, 2022 

G13 Linda Amarante May 30, 2022 

G14 Helen Messrah May 30, 2022 

G15 Gerald Griffin May 28, 2022 

G16 Mark and Audrey Larsh May 28, 2022 

G17  Patricia Skriletz April 27, 2022 

G18 Patricia Norcutt April 28, 2022 

G19  John and Sandra Stearn May 26, 2022 

G20 Wiltraud Dukes May 25, 2022 

G21 Janet Hawkesworth May 25, 2022 

G22 Lane Joel May 25, 2022 

G23 Kevin Trudgeon May 24, 2022 

G24 Joyce Bartholomew May 24, 2022 

G25 Sharon Geiser May 24, 2022 

G26 Julio and Gwen Clementin May 23, 2022 

G27 Penny Key May 23, 2022 

G28 Steve Rutledge  May 23, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G29 Bettie Erickson May 22, 2022 

G30 Diane Gell May 22, 2022 

G31 Ronnie Zacker May 21, 2022 

G32 Tim Pavlian May 21, 2022 

G33 Michael Tulledge May 21, 2022 

G34 Carol Ennis May 21, 2022 

G35 Albert Sanderson May 20, 2022 

G36 Phil and Carolyn Bonanno May 20, 2022 

G37 Cathy Frates May 20, 2022 

G38 Lisa and Tony Lucchesi May 20, 2022 

G39 Ann C. Hasbargen May 20, 2022 

G40 Jonathon Lanza May 18, 2022 

G41 Rafael Gutierrez May 17, 2022 

G42 Joanna Gutierrez May 17, 2022 

G43 Charles and Hildegard Davis May 17, 2022 

G44 James and Peggy Rockwell May 15, 2022 

G45 Joseph Leon May 14, 2022 

G46 Mel and Cecilia Irwin May 14, 2022 

G47 George J. Newlin May 14, 2022 

G48 Ron Bogle May 13, 2022 

G49 Shirley Slick May 13, 2022 

G50 Marcia Beyer-Casem May 12, 2022 

G51 Kathleen Maroste May 12, 2022 

G52 David L. Scott May 12, 2022 

G53 Vallarie Clegg May 11, 2022 

G54 David and Mary Burke May 11, 2022 

G55 James Gleason May 11, 2022 

G56 Joel Sr. May 11, 2022 

G57 Arthur Wallace May 11, 2022 

G58 Mike May 11, 2022 

G59 Lisa Mertins May 09, 2022 

G60 Jon Elliott  May 06, 2022 

G61 Julienne LeMaster May 06, 2022 

G62 Katherine Edwards May 05, 2022 

G63 Harry and Nadine Fieger May 05, 2022 

G64 Janice Kuhn May 04, 2022 

G65 Sarah Godbold May 04, 2022 

G66 Deborah Holley May 04, 2022 

G67 Mary Anne Pickett May 04, 2022 

G68 Dan Merritt May 04, 2022 

G69 Holly and Jerry Liversage May 04, 2022 

G70 Russell Buckland April 29, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G71 Geoffrey Wilson April 28, 2022 

G72 Rick Craven April 28, 2022 

G73 Fran Krieger June 01, 2022 

G74 Debbie Connor June 01, 2022 

G75 Susan Cunningham June 02, 2022 

G76 Cindi Deats June 02, 2022 

G77 Barbara Searcy June 02, 2022 

G78 Laura Ramirez June 02, 2022 

G79 Gregory and Deborah Chamberlin June 02, 2022 

G80 Jerry and Gladi Wilmes June 02, 2022 

G81 Anita Finkelstein June 02, 2022 

G82 Diana Tull June 02, 2022 

G83 Ryan Fuentes June 02, 2022 

G84 Brad McDuffee June 03, 2022 

G85 Kathy Krause June 03, 2022 

G86 Bud Charlick June 03, 2022 

G87 Gary M. Stoh June 03, 2022 

G88 Paula Walek June 03, 2022 

G89 Maureen Imoe June 04, 2022 

G90 Linda Clark June 04, 2022 

G91 Jean Bowman June 04, 2022 

G92 Jesse Donardt June 04, 2022 

G93 Barbara and Wayne Otte June 04, 2022 

G94 Shelia Kelly June 04, 2022 

G95 Donna Littlefield June 04, 2022 

G96 Dr. Helmuth and Susan Fritz June 04, 2022 

G97 Catherine Frates June 04, 2022 

G98 Richard Bennecke June 05, 2022 

G99 Sharon Sylva June 05, 2022 

G100 Robert Radabaugh and Rachel Lyon June 05, 2022 

G101 Katuria Julius June 05, 2022 

G102 John Mitchell June 05, 2022 

G103 Diane Franklin June 05, 2022 

G104 Jerrie Offerdahl June 05, 2022 

G105 Caroline Sherwood June 05, 2022 

G106 Doris Foreman June 05, 2022 

G107 Joe Rose June 05, 2022 

G108 Gail West June 06, 2022 

G109 James and Susan Karalun June 06, 2022 

G110 Ronald and Debbie Monroe June 06, 2022 

G111 Michael Collins June 06, 2022 

G112 Sharon Sylva June 05, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G113 Mary L. Noll June 06, 2022 

G114 Jodi Lindman June 06, 2022 

G115 Laura Welch June 06, 2022 

G116 Dennis James June 06, 2022 

G117 James and Sherri Andervich June 06, 2022 

G118 Russell Thompson June 06, 2022 

G119 Carlos Gutierrez June 06, 2022 

G120 Judith Kropf June 06, 2022 

G121 Susan Gagnon June 06, 2022 

G122 Nancy Carroll June 06, 2022 

G123 Ron Roy June 06, 2022 

G124 Blair M. Ball June 06, 2022 

G125 Nancy Hall June 06, 2022 

G126 Jeff Hewitt June 06, 2022 

G127 Penny Quinn June 06, 2022 

G128 Julie Janesin June 06, 2022 

G129 Lori Ellison June 06, 2022 

General Public Late Letters 

G130 Jennie Rose Sylva June 07, 2022 

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

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

Heather Pert, Acting Environmental Program Manager 

S1-1 Comment noted. 

S1-2 Comment noted. 

S1-3 Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

regulatory agencies will be requested to clarify potential compensatory mitigation 

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

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

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

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

Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

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

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

FEIR. 

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

Terri S. Reeder, PG, CEG, CHG 

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

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

Planning and CEQA Section 

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

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

Project. 

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

R1-3 Comment noted. 

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

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

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

to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

R1-5 Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dung Nguyen 

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

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

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

requested. 
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Comment Letter R3 – Riverside Transit Agency 

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

Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Analyst 

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

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

Kristine Kim, REHS 

L1-1 Comment noted. 

L1-2 Comment noted. 

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

applicable fees to the County of Riverside Department of Health.  

L1-4 Comment noted. 

L1-5 Comment noted. 

L1-6 Comment noted. 

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

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

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

Facilities & Planning Team  

Diane Mendez 

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

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

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

effect at the time of submitting the building permit application.  

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

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

Kelly Lucia, M. URP., Planning Manager  

L3-1 Comment noted. 

L3-2 Comment noted. 

L3-3 Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

L3-6 Comment noted.  

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

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

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

Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

improvements, which will be coordinated with City of Calimesa.  

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

improvements are currently being coordinated with City of Calimesa. 

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

measures have been identified.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

automobile parking spaces provided. 

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

200 yards of a building entrance. 

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

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

than they use day-to-day. 

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

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

improvements will be conditions of approval and not mitigation measures.  

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

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

higher volumes were used. 

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

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

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

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

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

nearby development projects were analyzed as well.  

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

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

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

reference.  

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

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

follows: 

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

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

share costs. 

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

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

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

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

improvements.  

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

which are consistent with the San Gorgonio Crossings improvements: 

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

o Install a traffic signal 

o Add a westbound left-turn lane 

o Add an eastbound right-turn lane 

o Add a southbound right-turn lane 

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

o Install a traffic signal 

o Add a northbound left-turn lane 

o Add an eastbound left-turn lane 

o Add a westbound right-turn lane 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

General Plan EIR 

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

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

incorporation into the DEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

enforced by the City of Beaumont. 

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

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

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

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

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

development within the Project area.  

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

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

depiction of the exact location of the Project site.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

quantified and presented in the DEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

refer to response to comment O3-73. 

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

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

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

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

adjustment or revision to the air quality modeling is required. 

L3-34 Refer to response to comment L3-34. 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-78 

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

to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

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

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

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

Appendix D of the DEIR for additional information. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

search.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the Project.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

encountered during construction. 

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

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

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

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

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

contain a TCR. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

any potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

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

Errata, of this FEIR. 

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

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

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

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

adequately assure that purchased offset credits accurately and reliably represent actual 

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

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

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

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

purchased offset credits accurately and reliably represent actual emissions reductions or 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

offsets has not been considered for the Project.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

feasible. 

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

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

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

The records provided indicate the following: 

• One 10,000-gallon double walled steel UST 

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

• One 550- gallon double walled steel UST  

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

Confirmation sampling indicated relatively low concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons as 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Errata, of this FEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

is recommended. 

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

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

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

and Hazardous Materials, for additional information. 

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

resource sections of the DEIR.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

requested. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to the transportation information.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

would not meet Objective #5.  
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L3-54 Comment noted. 

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

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

Preservation Office  

Arysa Gonzalez Romero, Cultural Resources Analyst 

T1-1 Comment noted.  

T1-2 Comment noted.  

T1-3 Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter O1 – Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Sheila M. Sannadan, Legal Assistant 

Lorrie J. LeLe, Legal Assistant 
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Responses to Comment Letter O1 – Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Sheila M. Sannadan, Legal Assistant 

Lorrie J. LeLe, Legal Assistant 

O1-1 Comment noted. Refer to response to comment O1-6 and O1-7 below. 

O1-2 Comment noted. Refer to response to comment O1-6 and O1-7 below. 

O1-3 Comment noted. This comment does not raise any CEQA related issues but is a public records 

request. Refer to responses to comments O1-6 and O1-7 below. 

O1-4 This comment is a summary of the Project’s description and location. No further response is 

warranted. 

O1-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O1-6 The City responded to the commentor’s request on June 13th through the 16th and on the 27th.  

O1-7 See response to O1-6 above. 

O1-8 The commentor’s email correspondence requesting for mailed notice of actions and hearings 

for the proposed Project has been noted.  

O1-9 The proposed Project’s CEQA notice of availability and the DEIR in its entirety is available on 

the City’s website at https://www.beaumontca.gov/1239/Beaumont-Summit-Station and on 

State Clearinghouse’s website located at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2. The City 

will add the commentor to the Project’s distribution list for any future communications 

pertaining to the Project. 

O1-10 This comment is a summary of the Project’s description and location.  No further response is 

warranted. 

O1-11 The City will add the commentor to the Project’s distribution list for any future 

communications pertaining to the Project. 

O1-12 As noted above, the City will provide mail notices of any and all hearings and/or actions related 

to the Project, but the commentor can access the DEIR in its entirety from the websites 

provided above. 

O1-13 Comment noted. Refer to responses to comments O1-6 and O1-7 above. 

O1-14 This letter is a duplicate and was already responded to. See responses to comments O1-3 

through O1-7 above. 

O1-15 The commentor’s email correspondence requesting for any and all documents has been noted. 

https://www.beaumontca.gov/1239/Beaumont-Summit-Station
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2
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O1-16 Comment Noted, the comment does not raise any CEQA related issues but is a public records 

request. 

O1-17 This comment is a summary of the Project’s description and location. 

O1-18 All the documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied upon are listed in 

Section 9.0, References of the DEIR with links to each respective document, with the exception 

of the technical studies that are incorporated into the DEIR’s appendices. The commentor can 

view the appendices on the City’s website and click on the URL links provided in Section 9.0 to 

view the referenced documents. 
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Comment Letter O2 – Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

Malou Reyes, Paralegal 
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Responses to Comment Letter O2 – Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

Malou Reyes, Paralegal 

O2-1 The commentor’s email correspondence and attached letter has been received. The City will 

put the commentor(s) on the Project’s distribution list for any future communications 

pertaining to the Project. 

O2-2 The proposed Project’s CEQA noticing and the DEIR in its entirety is available on the City’s 

website at https://www.beaumontca.gov/1239/Beaumont-Summit-Station and on State 

Clearinghouse’s website located at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2. 

O2-3 Refer to response to comment O2-2. As noted above, the City will put the commentor(s) on 

the Project’s distribution list for any future communications pertaining to the Project.  

O2-4 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O2-5 This comment is related to the Commentor’s request for public records and does not raise any 

CEQA related issues. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

O2-6 Comment noted. The City provided a response to the commentor on May 9th, 2022.  

O2-7 This comment is related to the Commentor’s request for public records and does not raise any 

CEQA related issues.  

O2-8 This comment is related to the Commentor’s request for public records and does not raise any 

CEQA related issues.  

O2-9 This comment is related to the Commentor’s request for public records and does not raise any 

CEQA related issues.  

O2-10 The City will put the commentor(s) on the Project’s distribution list for any future 

communications pertaining to the Project.  

O2-11 The commenter is requesting a copy of Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis  of the 

DEIR. The City sent the commenter a digital copy of Section 4.0 via email on April 21, 2022. 

O2-12 The City appreciates the commentors comments and will the commentor(s) on the Project’s 
distribution list for any future communications pertaining to the Project.  

O2-13 The comment suggests that the Applicant provide additional community benefits such as 

requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce for the Project. However, this 

isn’t a requirement under CEQA or the City of Beaumont. However, your comment will be 

taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

https://www.beaumontca.gov/1239/Beaumont-Summit-Station
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2
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O2-14 This comment suggests that the Project require a percentage of workers to reside within 

10 miles of the Project site to reduce trip lengths, reduce GHG emissions, and provide local 

economic benefits. The Project would produce more jobs and therefore would support the 

improvements designated by S in pursuit of an improved jobs-housing-balance for the County. 

Because the region is housing-rich, it is expected that jobs at the Project site would be drawn 

from the local and regional labor force. However, this is not a requirement of CEQA or the City 

Beaumont. 

O2-15 This comment states the importance of developing a skilled workforce to the economy and 

states that well trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions. However, this 

comment fails to make a connection between these two statements and does not explain how 

training workers will reduce GHG emissions.  

O2-16 This comment references a clarification of WAIRE Mitigation Plan Guidelines issued during 

SCAQMD Board Meeting on May 7, 2021 which states the use of local state certified 

apprenticeship programs or skilled workforce with a local hire component can be counted as 

points toward WAIRE compliance. The comment also notes that the City of Hayward 

2040 General Plan supports local hire incentives.  

The South Coast AQMD Rule 2305 requires warehouses to achieve their WAIRE Points 

Compliance Obligation (WPCO). As stated previously, the Project can include a local hire 

component to generate points toward achieving the WPCO, however this is not required. In 

addition, the Project is located in the City of Beaumont, not in the City of Hayward. The City 

does not provide incentives for local hires or require a Project to hire local workers.  

O2-17 As noted in response to comment O2-16, the Project is located in the City of Beaumont, not 

the City of Hayward. The City does not provide incentives for local hires or require a Project to 

hire local workers. 

O2-18 The comment suggests that local hire mandates as well as skill training are critical facets of a 

strategy to reduce vehicle miles traveled. However, this comment fails to make a connection 

between these two statements and does not explain how training workers will reduce VMT 

impacts. Refer to Section 4.15, Transportation, which discusses the Project’s proposed TDMs 

that would help reduce VMT-related impacts. 

O2-19 Refer to responses O2-13 through O2-18. The comment also suggests that the Project be built 

to standards exceeding the current 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the 

Project’s environmental impacts and to advance progress towards the State of California’s 

environmental goals. This comment is vague and doesn’t explain why or how adhering to 

standards exceeding the 2019 CGBSC would mitigate environmental impacts. The City has 

adopted the 2019 CGBSC which the Project would be developed consistently with. Note that 

the new 2022 California Building Standards Code will be published July 1, 2022, with an 

effective date of January 1, 2023. The project will comply with the 2022 California Building 

Standards Codes in-place at the time of construction.    
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O2-20 Comment Noted – the Comment recites the purpose of CEQA and does not raise any 

comments specific to the DEIR. 

O2-21 CEQA does not require disease specific analysis that Commentor is requesting and requiring a 

disease specific analysis or finding of significance is not required or warranted for COVID-19. 

The Project is required to comply with applicable health and safety rules and at the time the 

Project is under construction and operation COVID-19 protocols will be adhered to as required 

at that time. 

O2-22 COVID-19 protocols are continually changing. As discussed in O-21 above, the Project is 

required to comply with applicable health and safety codes and to the extent that COVID-19 

protocols are required at that time, they will be implemented as applicable.  

O2-23 Comment noted. This comment refers to work at a healthcare facility which is not being 

proposed at this location. 

O2-24 This comment notes that CEQA Guidelines require discussions of potentially significant effects 

must provide adequate analysis to inform the public of potential adverse effects. The comment 

then goes on to acknowledge the EIR identified three locations where noise impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable, and the comment suggests that the EIR does not explain what 

mitigation measures were considered and why they were determined not to be feasible.  

However, page 38 of Appendix J, Noise Assessment states that traffic noise could exceed 

interior noise standards if windows were left open and identifies typical off-site roadway noise 

mitigation and explains why they are not feasible.  

• Rubberized asphalt could be used to repair impacted roads. This mitigation could only be 

imposed on on-site roadways since the Applicant does not have authorization or control to 

make off-site improvements. Therefore, applying rubberized asphalt to off-site roadways is 

not feasible. 

• Sound walls or noise attenuation barriers could be constructed to reduce road noise. This 

mitigation measure was found to be infeasible because sound walls or barriers would 

restrict right of way and impact views. 

O2-25 As shown on page 6 of the VMT memo (Dated February 1, 2022), the Project would provide 

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

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

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

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

service bicycle repair area, etc. around the Project site. 

• Each building shall provide secure bicycle storage space equivalent to two percent of the 

automobile parking spaces provided. 

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

200 yards of a building entrance. 
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• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make only occasional use of a 

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

than they use day-to-day. 

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

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

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

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

• Provide meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations. 

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

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

O2-26 This comment addresses health risk impacts associated with sensitive receptors. The comment 

notes that chronic and acute noncancerous impacts would be reduced by MM AQ-1 through 

AQ-6 and states that the EIR does not explain how the analysis was done. However, the health 

risk analysis is discussed in detail on pages 23 through 30 of the Health Risk Assessment 

included in Appendix B, Health Risk Assessment. In addition, the comment fails to 

acknowledge that chronic and acute noncancerous impacts were already below the threshold 

prior to mitigation, and that the mitigation required to reduce cancer risk to less than 

significant would result in a further reduction of chronic and acute impacts.   

O2-27 Commentor provides an overview of the requirement of a City’s General Plan. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific issue or 

comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. However, your comment will be taken 

into consideration by decision-makers. 

O2-28 The comment correctly states that CEQA requires the DEIR to analyze the Project for 

consistency with the City’s General Plan, specific plans and regional plans. Section 4.10, Land 

Use and Planning, of the DEIR includes the consistency analysis that includes the City’s General 

Plan (including housing element) as well as SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan and 

Sustainable Community Strategy. Commentor does not raise any specific issues related to that 

analysis but a blanket statement which is noted.  

O2-29 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter O3 – Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Tara C. Rengifo, Alisha C. Pember 
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Responses to Comment Letter O3 – Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Tara C. Rengifo, Alisha C. Pember 

O3-1 Commentor is providing background for their request to extend the public review period.  

Comment noted.  

O3-2 Comment noted. The City made available all documents relied upon in the DEIR.  

O3-3 Commented noted. The commentor is reciting the public resources code and does not raise 

any substantive issues related to the DEIR.   

O3-4 See response to comment O3-20 below.  

O3-5 See response to comment O3-20 below. 

O3-6 See response to comment O3-20 below. 

O3-7 See response to comment O3-20 below. 

O3-8 See response to comment O3-20 below.  

O3-9 Comment noted. 

O3-10 Comment noted. All documents referenced or relied upon for the DEIR analysis were included 

in Section 9.0, References, and as appendices. In addition, refer to response to comment 

O3-20 below for more information. 

O3-11 Comment noted. The comment does not raise any issues with the DEIR as detailed in response 

to comment O3-20 below.  

O3-12 Refer to response to comment O3-10 above. 

O3-13 Refer to response to comment O3-10 above.  

O3-14 Refer to response to comment O3-10 above. Additionally, the DEIR comment period complied 

with CEQA requirements. 

O3-15 Refer to response to comment O3-10 above. The DEIR included all documents relied upon for 

the Project’s environmental impact analysis. 

O3-16 See response to comment O3-20 below. 

O3-17 Comment noted. 

O3-18 All documents relied upon in the DEIR analysis were included in Section 9.0, References, of the 

DEIR and as appendices to the DEIR. Refer to response to comment O3-20. 
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O3-19 Comment noted.  

O3-20 Comment noted. Refer to the following responses. 

• Development agreement is currently being drafted. The Development Agreement is a 

contract between the City and Developer related to the Project that is analyzed in the DEIR.  

• As noted in page 28 of Appendix A, footnote eight and nine states “Conservatively assumes 

nine yard trucks each operating 8 hours per day (i.e., less than the nine trucks each 

operating 12 hours per day assumed for the emissions analysis). Note that this calculation 

is preliminary and provided for informational purposes. The WAIRE Points Compliance 

Obligation is determined by the actual number of truck trips to the facility based on logs 

of truck trips submitted on January 1 after the first year of operation. The trip rates that 

SCAQMD uses in the WAIRE User Calculator would be slightly different than what is used 

in the Project’s Traffic Study.” 

• This comment requests the City provide the original native files for AERMOD used in the 

health risk assessment. However, all the requested information is included in the DEIR as 

Appendix B, Health Risk Assessment. Starting on page 51 and concluding on page 2,314, 

Appendix B includes all the AERMOD input data for each mitigated and unmitigated 

scenario analyzed in the DEIR. In addition, Appendix B also includes the AERMOD results 

and output files. 

• The City sent the commentor the requested Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 

(ESA)document on June 6, 2022. Also note that the Phase II ESA was prepared for the 

previous EIR and the proposed Project is not tiering of the previous EIR. Therefore, the 

Phase II ESA document referenced in Appendix G, Phase I ESA for the Project does not 

affect the adequacy of the DEIR concerning hazards and hazardous materials.  

O3-21 The requested information can be found in the County of Riverside’s Transportation Analysis 

Guidelines for Level and Service and Vehicle Miles Traveled – 2020, as noted in the Traffic 

Impact Analysis (Appendix K). That document can be found at the following link: 

https://rctlma.org/Portals/7/2020-12-15%20-

%20Transportation%20Analysis%20Guidelines.pdf  

O3-22 The commenter is requesting that the City extend the public review and comment period for 

the proposed project for at least 45 days minimum because the City didn’t make all documents 

referenced in the DEIR available to the public for the duration of the public comment period. 

The City respectively declines this request since all documents referenced in the EIR were made 

available to the were provided for in Section 9.0, References via URL links. Refer to response 

to comment O3-20 for additional information.  

O3-23 Comment noted. 

O3-24 Refer to response to comment O3-20. 

O3-25 Refer to response to comment O3-22. 

https://rctlma.org/Portals/7/2020-12-15%20-%20Transportation%20Analysis%20Guidelines.pdf
https://rctlma.org/Portals/7/2020-12-15%20-%20Transportation%20Analysis%20Guidelines.pdf
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O3-26 Comment noted. 

O3-27 Refer to response to comment O3-22. 

O3-28 Refer to responses to comments to O3-1 through O3-18. 

O3-29 Comment noted. 

O3-30 The City responded to this email on June 3rd letting the commenter know that the public review 

period closes on June 6, 2022 and expressed that the public review period of the DEIR would 

not be extended. 

O3-31 Refer to response to comment O3-20 above. 

O3-32 Refer to response to comment O3-30 above. 

O3-33 Comment noted. 

O3-34 The comment is referring to the Project’s proposed development, open space component, 

proposed entitlements, associated on-site and off-site improvements, and assessor parcel 

numbers associated with the Project site. 

O3-35 The commentor states that the DEIR fails in significant aspects to perform its function as an 

informational document because 1) the DEIR’s project objectives are impermissibly narrow 

and improperly constrain the alternatives analysis; 2) the DEIR dismisses the environmentally 

superior alternative without adequate analysis; 3) the DEIR must analyze a 55% reduced 

Project size, which would substantially reduce significant impacts, as supported by the 

attached expert comments; and 4) the Development Agreement may improperly constrain the 

Project’s Alternative Analysis. Refer to responses to comments O3-43 through O3-57 for more 

information. 

O3-36 The comment states that the DEIR omits an analysis of air quality impacts from transport 

refrigeration units (TRUs) and states that use of TRUs are reasonably foreseeable. However, as 

noted in the DEIR Project Description (page 3-4) and PDF AQ-1, the Project does not include 

cold storage. Additionally, cold storage is not an allowed use for the site in the Specific Plan, 

which establishes the uses and development standards for the Project. As cold 

storage/refrigerated warehouse space are not an allowed use, the Project could not include 

cold storage and would not include trucks with TRUs.  

O3-37 The comment includes a general statement that there are additional feasible mitigation 

measures and omissions in the VMT analysis and summarizes later more specific comments. 

This comment is introductory, and no specific comments are made. Responses to specific 

comments are provided below. No further response is required. 
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O3-38 The commented states that the DEIR also fails to meaningfully analyze the Project’s impacts 

on water supply and that Project’s impacts on biological resources are not adequately 

disclosed and mitigated in the DEIR.  

O3-39 The commentor states that based on their previous statements, the DEIR omits critical 

information necessary to inform the impact analysis, and therefore, the DEIR must be revised 

and recirculated. Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O3-40 The commentor listed the references used to support their statements. Comment has been 

noted. 

O3-41 CARECA’s statement of interest of the proposed Project has been noted.  

O3-42 Comment noted. Commentor is reciting the purpose of CEQA and does not raise any 

substantive issues with the DEIR.  

O3-43 The Project description in the DEIR has not changed and is stable throughout the documents 

and exhibits. While the buildings are spec buildings, the use of the building as a warehouse will 

not change once the building is occupied.  

O3-44 See response to comment O3-47 below. 

O3-45 See response to comment O3-47 below. 

O3-46 See response to comment O3-47 below. 

O3-47 The Development Agreement is not required to be included in the DEIR, as the commentor 

states the Development Agreement is a contract between the City and Developer. The terms 

of a Development Agreement are routinely negotiated during the EIR process for the Project 

that is analyzed in the DEIR.  

O3-48 Section 3.0, Project Description, of the DEIR (page 3-7) includes detailed Project objectives as 

required by CEQA.  

O3-49 Project objectives can be tailored to the site and also take into consideration the site details 

for the efficient use of the property. The DEIR included a number of very detailed project 

objectives under which the Project and project alternatives are considered. Here the 

environmentally superior project alternative was rejected.   

O3-50 Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the DEIR includes a detailed analysis of the Project alternatives as 

required by CEQA. The analysis concludes that the reduced intensity alternative would reduce 

some of the potentially significant impacts, but it does not reduce any significant impacts to 

below a level of significant. Since the reduced intensity alternative will not reduce any of the 

significant impacts, and does not meet the Project objectives, the alternative was dismissed. 

O3-51 See response to comment O3-50 above. 
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O3-52 See response to comment O3-50 above. 

O3-53 CEQA does not specify the number or details for project alternatives included in an EIR.   

O3-54 CEQA does not require a project alternative be created and evaluated so that it reduces a 

significant impact to below the significance threshold as suggested by the commentor.  The 

project alternatives included in the DEIR comply with CEQA and no further alternatives are 

required. 

O3-55 See response to comment O3-54 above. 

O3-56 See response to comment O3-47 above. 

O3-57 See response to comment O3-47 above.  

O3-58 Commentor recites general CEQA requirements that the DEIR complies with.  No specific 

comments are raised specific to the DEIR analysis or mitigation.  

O3-59 Commentor does not raise any specific comments on the DEIR but reiterates a generalized 

statement regarding the details and information required to be included in an EIR.  The DEIR 

was prepared in accordance with CEQA and includes all of the commentors requested 

information and analysis.  

O3-60 The comment summarizes the commenters view of regional air quality in the area including 

data from the SCAQMD 2022 Draft AQMP and the DEIR. The comment does not raise a specific 

issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

O3-61 The comment summarizes the commenters view of regional air quality in the area including 

data from the SCAQMD 2022 Draft AQMP and the DEIR. The comment does not raise a specific 

issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

O3-62 The comment summarizes the commenters view of statewide NOX emissions, CARB data, and 

also states that the Project’s unmitigated NOX emissions are significant. The comment does not 

raise a specific issue with the DEIR. Responses to specific comments are provided below.  

O3-63 Refer to response to comment O3-36 regarding TRU emissions. The Project would not include 

TRUs because cold storage is not an allowed use in the Specific Plan and the DEIR Project 

Description specifically states that the Project does not include cold storage.  

Regarding PDF AQ-4 and PDF AQ-10, the DEIR states that emissions benefits from 

implementation of PDF AQ-3 through PDF AQ-18 are conservatively not quantified (DEIR pages 

3-4, 4.2-22, 4.5-20, and 4.7-29). No credit is taken for these measures. These measures are 

intended to facilitate the implementation of state regulations and goals that would encourage 

fleet turnover and improve emissions.  
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The City disagrees with the comment about the effectiveness of MM AQ-3 (requiring a 

Transportation Demand Management [TDM] program for Phase 1 and Phase 2). As discussed 

in the DEIR, MM AQ-3 requires a transportation information center, an on-site TDM 

coordinator to inform employees of surrounding transportation options, promoting bicycling 

and walking with showers and bicycle repair areas, providing secure bicycle storage, providing 

shower and changing facilities, provide on-site car share amenities, promote 

carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through parking incentives and ride-matching services, provide 

incentives for alternative travel modes, provide meal options onsite or shuttles to nearby meal 

destinations, and preferential parking for electric low-emitting, and fuel-efficient vehicles. In 

this case, the performance standard is to provide the above-mentioned amenities and services 

to encourage trip reduction. Information sharing and marketing are important components to 

successful commute trip reduction strategies. Furthermore, the measures in MM AQ-3 include 

specific performance standards, such as requirements for installing two showers/changing 

facilities within 200 yards of a building entrance for each building and providing preferential 

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

MM AQ-3 notes that the TDM program shall be developed and verified by the City prior to the 

issuance of occupancy permits. Also refer to response to comment O3-76. 

The City disagrees that MM AQ-1 (requiring Tier 4 construction equipment) needs to be 

strengthened. The comment does not suggest modifications to MM AQ-1 and does not provide 

substantial evidence demonstrating it is deficient. It should be noted that construction 

emissions from both Phase 1 and Phase 2 would be below SCAQMD’s construction thresholds 

for all criteria pollutants (see DEIR Table 4.2-8 and Table 4.2-9). Construction and operational 

health risk impacts would also be less than significant (see DEIR pages 4.2-50 to 4.2-55). There 

is no nexus to require modifications to MM AQ-1 as Phase 1 or Phase 2 construction impacts 

are already reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of MM AQ-1. Also 

refer to response to comment O3-78. 

O3-64 The comment cites a provision in MM AQ-4 that allows for sufficiently sized electrical rooms 

that could accommodate power for TRUs. The intent of this measure is to identify all feasible 

mitigation and to provide flexibility to accommodate future technologies and electrification. 

MM AQ-4 does not permit any TRUs to access the site and does not permit any cold storage 

building area. As noted in response to comment O3-6, the Project would not include TRUs 

because cold storage is not an allowed use in the Specific Plan and the DEIR Project Description 

specifically states that the Project does not include cold storage.  

O3-65 Standard Condition AQ-1 requires the implementation of fugitive dust control measures in 

accordance with SCAQMD rules and regulations. Watering disturbed areas is a primary method 

for reducing fugitive dust. However, as noted in Standard Condition AQ-1 and reiterated in the 

comment, the listed measures include, but are not limited to those listed.  

Furthermore, Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District Resolution 2022-12 restricts the use of 

potable water for street cleaning or construction site preparation purposes unless no other 

method can be used to protect public health and safety. Additionally, the resolution notes that 

the use of water during construction can be conditionally approved. It should be noted that 
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recycled (i.e., non-potable) water is commonly used for construction in additional to chemical 

stabilizers and the use of tarps and wind breaks. Standard Condition AQ-1 requires compliance 

with SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) and Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and does not require the use 

of potable water during construction. Therefore, Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Resolution 2022-12 would not result in additional fugitive dust emissions during Project 

construction.  

O3-66 Refer to response to comment O3-65 regarding Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Resolution 2022-12 and construction related fugitive dust.  

O3-67 Refer to response to comment O3-65 regarding Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Resolution 2022-12 and construction related fugitive dust.  

O3-68 Refer to response to comment O3-65 regarding Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Resolution 2022-12 and construction related fugitive dust.  

O3-69 Refer to response to comment O3-65 regarding Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Resolution 2022-12 and construction related fugitive dust.  

O3-70 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the CEQA guidelines. The comment does 

not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O3-71 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the DEIR. The comment does not raise a 

specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. 

O3-72 PDF AQ-4 is included as a Project Design Feature to facilitate implementation of the CARB Truck 

and Bus Regulation and to encourage other efficiency measures could incentivize near zero 

emission (NZE) or zero emission (ZE) truck visits, which would also facilitate compliance with 

SCAQMD Rule 2305 (Warehouse Indirect Source Rule). Therefore, it is not appropriate or 

necessary to include PDF AQ-4 as a mitigation measure. It should be noted that the DEIR states 

that emissions benefits from implementation of PDF AQ-3 through PDF AQ-18 are 

conservatively not quantified (DEIR pages 3-4, 4.2-22, 4.5-20, and 4.7-29). No credit is taken 

for these measures. As noted above, these measures are intended to facilitate the 

implementation of state regulations and goals that would encourage fleet turnover and 

improve emissions.  

O3-73 The comment suggests mitigation requiring all heavy-duty vehicles entering or operating on 
the Phase 1 Project site to be model year 2018 or later. However, CARB is addressing emissions 

from heavy duty vehicles through various regulatory programs including lower emission 

standards, restrictions on idling, the use of post‐combustion filter and catalyst equipment, and 

retrofits for diesel truck fleets. These programs are expected to result in significant reductions 

in NOX, ROG, PM10, PM2.5, and CO emissions as they are fully implemented by 2023. Federal 

and State agencies regulate and enforce vehicle emission standards. It is not feasible for the 
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City of Beaumont to effectively enforce a prohibition on trucks from entering the property that 

are otherwise permitted to operate in California and access other properties in the City, region, 

and State. Even if the City were to apply such a restriction, it would cause warehouse operators 

using older truck fleets to travel to other facilities in the South Coast Air Basin where the 

restriction does not apply, thereby resulting in no improvement to regional air quality.  

Based on data from CARB, most heavy‐duty trucks entering the Project site will meet or exceed 

2010 model year emission standards when Phase 1 becomes fully operational in 2024. 

Specifically, according to CARB EMFAC inventories, approximately 50 percent of all instate 

heavy‐heavy duty trucks met the 2010 engine standard in 2019, 59 percent in 2020, 62 percent 

in 2021. Additionally, 65 percent and 90 percent of trucks were projected to meet the 2010 

engine standard in in 2022 and 2023 respectively.1  

Requiring model year 2018 trucks or later to operate on the Phase 1 of the Project site would 

not be consistent with CARB and SCAQMD programs to transition to zero emission (ZE) or near 

zero emission (NZE) trucks. For example, CARB’s Advanced Clean Truck Regulation requires 

truck manufacturers to transition from diesel trucks and vans to electric zero-emission trucks 

beginning in 2024. By 2045, every new truck sold in California is required to be zero-emission. 

The Advanced Clean Truck Regulation accelerates the transition of zero-emission medium-and 

heavy-duty vehicles from Class 2b to Class 8. CARB’s Mobile Source Strategy facilitates the 

adoption of ZE buses and trucks. Additionally, CARB’s Sustainable Freight Action Plan utilizes 

near-zero emissions technology and facilitates the deployment of ZE trucks. Furthermore, the 

SCAQMD Warehouse Indirect Source Rule (ISR) (Rule 2305) requires the acquisition of ZE or 

NZE trucks, requires ZE/NZE truck visits, requires ZE yard trucks, and the installation on-site ZE 

charging/fueling infrastructure, or pay a mitigation fee to incentivize the purchase of ZE/NZE 

trucks and charging/fueling infrastructure in communities nearby.  

The DEIR includes design features and mitigation that would facilitate the use of ZE and NZE 

trucks consistent with CARB and SCAQMD programs (e.g., Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, 

Sustainable Freight Action Plan, SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.). For example, the Project design 

features require all cargo handling equipment (forklifts, yard trucks, etc.) to be electrically 

powered to reduce on-site criteria pollutant emissions. In order to promote the use of 

alternative fuels and clean fleets and facilitate future installation of electric vehicle supply 

equipment, the Project would install 30 electric light-duty vehicle charging stations, install 

conduit for 59 electric light-duty vehicle charging stations, and designate 119 parking spaces 

for clean air/electric vehicle/vanpool parking (refer to the Project design feature on DEIR 

pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-24). Additionally, the Project design features would require future 

tenants to attend CARB training for record keeping and ensuring vehicles comply with CARB 

regulations and are in good condition, enroll in the EPA’s SmartWay program, provide 

information on CARB’s Carl Moyer Voucher Incentive Program to upgrade fleets, include 

signage for truck routes and locate check-in points to ensure truck queues do not occur outside 

of the facility. MM AQ-6 requires Project compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2305 to facilitate the 

use of ZE and NZE trucks. Additionally, MM AQ-6 requires the Project Applicant to provide 

 
1  CARB. (2017). EMFAC2017, An Update to California On-Road Mobile Source Emissions Inventory . Available at: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2017_workshop_11_09_2017_final.pdf (accessed June 2022). 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2017_workshop_11_09_2017_final.pdf
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$1.00 per square foot in funding for fleet upgrade financing to incentivize the use of cleaner 

operating trucks to reduce future emissions and includes a goal of achieving ZE trucks 

beginning in 2030. It should be noted that the DEIR conservatively does not take credit for 

implementation of MM AQ-6.  

Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that 

require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 

engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging 

stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. As noted above, mitigation and Project 

design features would facilitate the use of ZE and NZE technology.  

The City disagrees with the assertion that the DEIR has not identified all feasible mitigation. 

The existing regulatory environment already requires various mobile source emissions 

reduction measures and transition to ZE and NZE vehicles (as noted above, CARB already 

regulates truck emissions with the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, the Mobile Source 

Strategy [including the low-NOX engine emissions standard], the Sustainable Freight Action 

Plan, and the Emissions Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, among others). 

Despite these strategies, CARB acknowledges that it will take time for ZE and NZE vehicles to 

become commercially available and to penetrate the market. For example, CARB’s EMission 

FACtor (EMFAC) 2021 model provides detailed vehicle registration information and estimates 

the official emissions inventories of on-road mobile sources, vehicle population, and vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) in California. The EMFAC2021 data for South Coast portion of Riverside 

County shows that in 2024 (the Project’s opening year), approximately 95 percent of heavy 

trucks would still be powered by diesel and 97 percent of the VMT would occur from diesel 

trucks. Electric vehicles would make up approximately 0.31 percent of the heavy-duty fleet and 

0.26 percent of the heavy truck VMT. For 2030, the EMFAC data shows that 95 percent of heavy 

trucks would be diesel-powered and that 96 percent of the heavy truck VMT would be from 

diesel trucks. Therefore, as CARB data anticipates that the vast majority of trucks to be diesel-

powered in the Project opening year and in 2030, it would not be feasible to require all heavy-

duty vehicles entering or operating on the Project site to be zero-emission beginning in 2030. 

ZE and NZE truck technologies include battery-electric trucks, fuel cell trucks, dual-mode 

(hybrid) electric trucks with all-electric range and, potentially, other technologies. While heavy 

duty ZE vehicles are available, they are not commercially available yet in great numbers in the 

classifications needed to serve the future users of this site. The majority of ZE and NZE 

emissions trucks are limited in range of less than 100 miles per charge and require hours to 

charge.2 These trucks are better suited to operate in urban areas for stop-and-go driving for 

fleets that operate locally and have predictable daily use and return to base to be charged. 3 

Longer range, heavy duty ZE vehicles currently are limited in availability. 4 To require a project 

to use ZE heavy duty trucks when the nature of the trips is unknown these types of 

 
2  CARB. (2021) Advanced Clean Trucks, Acceleration Zero-Emission Truck Markets. Available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/200625factsheet_ADA.pdf (accessed June 2022). 
3  Ibid. 
4  John G. Smith (2020). Zero-emission truck models surge, orders hold steady during Covid-1. Available at: 

https://www.trucknews.com/sustainability/zero-emission-truck-models-surge-orders-hold-steady-during-covid-19/1003141253/ (accessed 
June 2022). 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/200625factsheet_ADA.pdf
https://www.trucknews.com/sustainability/zero-emission-truck-models-surge-orders-hold-steady-during-covid-19/1003141253/
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technologies is not feasible because they are not widely available, and it is unknown when or 

if they will become widely available in the future. As such, it is not feasible to require ZE and 

NZE trucks because future tenants/operators are currently unknown. As the timeline for ZE 

and NZE incorporation into the fleet is not known and the end users and truck fleets are not 

known, the additional mitigation is not feasible, and assumptions on the available of ZE and 

NZE vehicles would be speculative at best. CEQA Guidelines Section 15041 specifically requires 

all mitigation to be feasible and fully enforceable, and all feasible mitigation must be imposed 

by lead agencies. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the DEIR determined that the Project’s Localized 

Significance Thresholds (LSTs) would be less than significant (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-42 

through 4.2-46) and health risk impacts would be less than significant (refer to DEIR 

pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55), which indicates that the regional increases shown in DEIR 

Tables 4.2-10 through 4.2-14 are over counting truck emissions since not all these trips are in 

reality new to the air basin. 

Although as noted above, ZE and NZE trucks are not commercially available at this time, current 

state regulations would accelerate availability of this technology in future years. CARB’s 

Advanced Clean Truck Regulation requires truck manufacturers to transition from diesel trucks 

and vans to electric zero-emission trucks beginning in 2024 and by 2045, every new truck sold 

in California is required to be zero-emission. CARB’s Mobile Source Strategy takes an integrated 

planning approach to identify the level of transition to cleaner mobile source technolog ies 

needed to achieve all of California’s targets by increasing the adoption of ZEV buses and trucks. 

A key measure in the Mobile Source Strategy is the low NOX emission standards that reduces 

NOX emissions by 90 percent.5 The Sustainable Freight Action Plan which improves freight 

system efficiency, utilizes near-zero emissions technology, and deployment of ZEV trucks. The 

Sustainable Freight Action Plan applies to all trucks accessing the Project site and may include 

existing trucks or new trucks that are part of the Statewide goods movement sector. CARB’s 

Emissions Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement identifies measures to improve 

goods movement efficiencies such as advanced combustion strategies, friction reduction, 

waste heat recovery, and electrification of accessories. 

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

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

fleet. Moreover, most warehouse operators have no control over the trucks entering and 

exiting their facilities. Consequently, it is infeasible to require trucks with particular emission 

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

Subsequent environmental review may require that specific technology that will work with 

future users be required as condition of approval, but a broad requirement that unknown 

future users use a specific technology is not currently feasible since current zero-emission 

technology is very limited in medium-duty and heavy-duty trucks. 

O3-74 PDF AQ-10 facilitates implementation of PDF AQ-16, where the Project would provide funding 

for 30 grants for the employee purchase of electric/zero emission passenger vehicles. The 

 
5  CARB. (2022). Heavy Duty Low NOX. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/heavy-duty-low-nox. (accessed June 2022). 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/heavy-duty-low-nox
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30 charging stations required in PDF AQ-10 are intended to primarily serve the electric vehicles 

provided to employees for the purpose of commuting. As noted in response to comment 

O3-73, the design features are designed to facilitate the use of ZE and NZE trucks consistent 

with CARB and SCAQMD programs (e.g., Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, Sustainable Freight 

Action Plan, SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.). MM AQ-6 requires Project compliance with SCAQMD 

Rule 2305 to facilitate the use of ZE and NZE trucks. Additionally, MM AQ-6 requires the Project 

Applicant to provide $1.00 per square foot in funding for fleet upgrade financing to incentivize 

the use of cleaner operating trucks to reduce future emissions and includes a goal of achieving 

ZE trucks beginning in 2030. It should be noted that the DEIR conservatively does not take 

credit for implementation of MM AQ-6.  

The comment also suggests additional measures for incorporation into the DEIR. The 

discussion below provides a response to each of the suggested measures. As shown below,  the 

suggested are already addressed in the DEIR or are CARB regulations that the Project must 

already comply with. Therefore, additional mitigation is not required.  

Suggested Measure Response 
Contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires future tenants to 
exclusively use zero-emission light and 
medium-duty delivery trucks and vans. 
 

As noted above, the Project includes Project design 
features and mitigation that would facilitate the use 
of ZE and NZE vehicles consistent with CARB and 
SCAQMD programs (e.g., Advanced Clean Truck 
Regulation, Sustainable Freight Action Plan, 
SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.). 
 
MM AQ-6 requires Project compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 2305 to facilitate the use of ZE and 
NZE trucks. Additionally, MM AQ-6 requires the 
Project Applicant to provide $1.00 per square foot 
in funding for fleet upgrade financing to incentivize 
the use of cleaner operating trucks to reduce future 
emissions and includes a goal of achieving ZE trucks 
beginning in 2030. It should be noted that the DEIR 
conservatively does not take credit for 
implementation of MM AQ-6. 
 
Additionally, PDF AQ-2 requires all Phase 1 outdoor 
cargo handling equipment (including yard trucks, 
hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, and forklifts) shall 
be powered by electricity (i.e., zero emission). 

Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires all heavy-duty trucks 
entering or on the project site to be model 
year 2018 or later, expedite a transition to 
zero-emission vehicles, and be fully zero-
emission beginning in 2023. A list of 
commercially available zero-emission trucks 
can be obtained from the Hybrid and Zero-
emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive 
Project (HVIP). Additional incentive funds are 
available from the Carl Moyer Program and 
Voucher Incentive Program.  

Refer to response to comment O3-73 regarding 
2018 model year trucks. Additionally, PDF AQ-13 
requires the Phase 1 facility operator to provide 
tenants with information about the Carl Moyer Air 
Program and the On-Road Heavy-Duty Vehicles 
Voucher Incentive Program, which provides funding 
to purchase newer vehicles.  
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Suggested Measure Response 
Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires the tenant to be in, 
and monitor compliance with, all current air 
quality regulations for on-road trucks 
including CARB’s Heavy-Duty (Tractor-Trailer) 
Greenhouse Gas Regulation, Advanced Clean 
Trucks Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection 
Program (PSIP), and the Statewide Truck and 
Bus Regulation.  

This is required under PDF AQ-9 on DEIR page 4.2-
23. Operators and manufacturers are required to 
comply with these regulations. CARB’s Tractor-
Trailer Greenhouse Gas Regulation reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions by improving the 
aerodynamic performance and reducing the rolling 
resistance of tractor-trailers. CARB’s Advanced 
Clean Trucks regulation is a manufacturer’s ZEV 
sales requirement and a one-time reporting 
requirement for large entities and fleets. The 
Periodic Smoke Inspection Program (PSIP) is CARB's 
heavy-duty vehicle inspection program for in-use 
trucks and buses that includes roadside testing by 
CARB. The Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation 
requires fleets to upgrade to 2010 or newer model 
year engines by January 1, 2023. The suggested 
additional mitigation measures are already State 
regulation (i.e., mandatory). As such these 
measures are essentially part of the Project; and 
therefore, are not mitigation under CEQA.  

Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements restricting trucks and support 
equipment from idling longer than two 
minutes while on site.” 

The Project would comply with the 5-minute limit 
per CARB regulation/state law. Implementation of 
this measure is not quantifiable because CalEEMod 
does not allow for the adjustment of idle times. The 
Project includes MM AQ-5 requires signage stating 
that drivers turn off engines when not in use, 
identifying the State’s 5-minute idling limit 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, 
Article 1, Chapter 10, Section 2485 [Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Idling]), and including telephone 
numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB 
to report violations. 
 
Additionally, the Project includes design features to 
minimize idling. For example, PDF AQ-5 requires 
Phase 1 facility operators to train managers and 
employees on efficient scheduling and load 
management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and 
idling of trucks. PDF AQ-8 requires the facility 
operator for Phase 1 to ensure that site 
enforcement staff in charge of keeping the daily log 
and monitoring for excess idling will be 
trained/certified in diesel health effects and 
technologies, for example, by requiring attendance 
at California Air Resources Board-approved courses 
(such as the free, one-day Course #512). 

O3-75 The City disagrees with the assertion that the DEIR defers mitigation as it relates to MM AQ-3 

(TDM Program). MM AQ-3 would be properly implemented as required by the City and as part 

of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as enforced by the Planning Manager. 
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Therefore, there are assurances that reductions in commute VMT through feasible TDM 

measures would be provided by the Project and would be implemented as part of future 

Certificates of Occupancy for future tenants as described in MM AQ-3. Therefore, the City did 

not defer mitigation and has stated within MM AQ-3 in the DEIR the mitigation measures 

required to mitigate potentially significant impacts. 

O3-76 As discussed on DEIR pages 4.2-21 and 4.7-28, TDM measures were incorporated and 

quantified in CalEEMod’s mitigation module. The DEIR specifies that measures TRT -1 

(Implement Trip Reduction Program), TRT-7 (Market Commute Trip Reduction Option), and 

TRT-11 (Employee Vanpool/Shuttle) were applied. According to the California Air Pollution 

Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) guidance Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 

Measures (2011), TRT-1 is a voluntary measure where monitoring and reporting is not 

required. The performance standards include carpooling encouragement, ride-matching 

assistance, preferential carpool parking, flexible work schedules for carpools, half time 

transportation coordinator, vanpool assistance, and bicycle end-trip facilities (parking, 

showers and lockers). The TRT-7 performance standard is providing information of trip 

reduction and alternative mode options in the area. TRT-11 requires an employer-sponsored 

vanpool or shuttle. As discussed in the DEIR, MM AQ-3 requires a transportation information 

center, an on-site TDM coordinator to inform employees of surrounding transportation 

options, promoting bicycling and walking with showers and bicycle repair areas, providing 

secure bicycle storage, providing shower and changing facilities, provide on-site car share 

amenities, promote carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through parking incentives and ride-

matching services, provide incentives for alternative travel modes, provide meal options onsite 

or shuttles to nearby meal destinations, and preferential parking for electric low-emitting, and 

fuel-efficient vehicles.  

In this case, the performance standard is to provide the above-mentioned amenities and 

services to encourage trip reduction. Information sharing and marketing are important 

components to successful commute trip reduction strategies. Furthermore, the measures in 

MM AQ-3 include specific performance standards, such as requirements for installing two 

showers/changing facilities within 200 yards of a building entrance for each building and 

providing preferential parking equivalent to at least eight percent of the required number of 

parking spaces. MM AQ-3 notes that the TDM program shall be developed and verified by the 

City prior to the issuance of occupancy permits.  

O3-77 Comment indicates additional feasible mitigation should be included in MM AQ-1. However, 

specific additional feasible mitigation is not provided in this particular comment. Responses to 

specific comments are provided below. 

O3-78 The City disagrees that revising MM AQ-1 to include Tier 4 requirements for equipment less 

than 50 horsepower would represent a meaningful emissions reduction. It should be noted 

that MM AQ-1 is consistent with SCAQMD recommended language for off-road construction 

equipment and consistent with CARB off road regulations. Additionally, during construction, 

welders are the only piece of modeled equipment that is less than 50 horsepower. The analysis 

in the DEIR only includes one welder during Phase 1 and one welder during Phase 2 (refer to 
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DEIR Appendix A). All other pieces of equipment (a total of 36 for each phase) are greater than 

50 horsepower. 

Furthermore, construction emissions from both Phase 1 and Phase 2 would be below 

SCAQMD’s construction thresholds for all criteria pollutants (see DEIR Table 4.2-8 and 

Table 4.2-9). Construction and operational health risk impacts would also be less than 

significant (see DEIR pages 4.2-50 to 4.2-55). It is not necessary to require equipment less than 

50 horsepower to meet Tier 4 standards as Phase 1 or Phase 2 construction impacts are already 

reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of MM AQ-1. There is no nexus 

between the proposed modification to MM AQ-1 and a CEQA impact.  

O3-79 Public Health  

The DEIR includes a discussion of public health impacts from air pollutants on pages 4.2-46 to 

4.6-50. Additionally, health impacts from Toxic Air Contaminants are discussed on pages 4.2-50 

to 4.2-55. The discussion of public health impacts was prepared to directly address the 

California Supreme Court’s Sierra Club v. County of Fresno decision. As outlined in the Court 

decision, the analysis specifically explains that ozone concentrations are dependent upon a 

variety of complex factors, including the presence of sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural 

topography, nearby structures that cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, and wind 

patterns. Because of the complexities of predicting ground-level ozone concentrations in 

relation to the NAAQS and CAAQS, none of the health-related information can be directly 

correlated to the pounds/day or tons/year of emissions estimated from a single, proposed 

project. It should also be noted that this analysis identifies health concerns related to 

particulate matter, CO, O3, and NO2 (see DEIR page 4.2-49). The analysis is provided to foster 

informed decision making and notes that due to the uncertainty in the relationship between 

project-level mass emissions and regional ozone formation as well as limitations with currently 

available technical tools, the resulting health effects associated with the Project cannot be 

identified. Given this is speculative, no meaningful conclusion can be drawn with respect to 

potential health effects from the criteria pollutant emissions of the proposed Project.  

Backup Generators 

The City also disagrees with the comment that the DEIR underestimates DPM from the 

Project’s backup generators. The Project proposes the development of industrial speculative 

warehouse buildings and the end users are not known at this time. It should be noted that the 

Project is anticipated to be built out over several years (Project development would be 

determined by the landowner and/or developer based upon real estate market conditions). 

Phase 2 is only programmatically planned, and no specific development is proposed at this 

time. As the end users of the Project have not been identified, it is not known if backup 

generators would be needed for the potential buildings. Backup generators would only be used 

in the event of a power failure and would not be part of the Project’s normal daily operations. 

If backup generators are required, the end user would be required to obtain a permit from the 

SCAQMD prior to installation. Emergency backup generators must meet SCAQMD's Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements and comply with SCAQMD Rule 1470 

(Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other Compression 
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Ignition Engines), which would minimize emissions. As the end users and future tenants of the 

proposed Project are unknown, the need for emergency backup generators is speculative. As 

such, the DEIR assumed a typical size backup generator for each warehouse building for 

emergency purposes and not necessarily to power the entire facility to continue normal 

operations. Additionally, it should be noted that MM GHG-1 requires the Project’s energy to 

be supplied by rooftop solar, which would offset the need for backup generators.   

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 

narrative, evidence that is not credible, and evidence of social and economic impacts does not 

constitute substantial evidence. 

The comment also requests that all backup generators be analyzed to use non-diesel low NOX 

and zero emissions technology options. As the proposed Project involves speculative 

warehouse buildings and the end users are unknown, prohibiting specific fuels for backup 

generators is not feasible, because it is unknown what the specific needs of an end user would 

be. The DEIR conservatively evaluated the emissions associated with diesel fueled backup 

generators because that represents the worst-case condition.  

Construction and Operational Health Risk  

The comment also incorrectly notes that the health risk assessment was segmented between 

construction and operational phase and relies on an inadequate receptor grid. Pursuant to the 

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and SCAQMD Risk 

Assessment Procedures, the Health Risk Assessment calculated carcinogenic risk based on a 

30-year exposure duration, which includes age sensitivity factors (with a third trimester start 

age), and 95th percentile breathing rates. 

Based on the Project schedule, Phase 1 construction would begin in 2023 and be completed in 

2024. Following construction, the three warehouses in Phase 1 are assumed to be fully 

operational and generating emissions. Phase 2 construction will begin in 2026 and be 

completed in 2027, during this time Phase 1 operational emissions from the warehouses would 

overlap with the Phase 2 construction emissions. Following the completion of Phase 2, 

emissions would only be generated by Phase 1 because Phase 2 operations does not include 

any TAC sources. The Project HRA analyzed this overlap and continuous pollutant exposure 

and concluded that with Tier 4 construction equipment mitigation (MM AQ-1) and electric 

cargo handling equipment (PDF AQ-2), health risk impacts would be below SCAQMD 

thresholds. A maximum health risk for the combined construction and operation of the Project 

is discussed on DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and shown in Table 8 of the DEIR Appendix B. 

General Plan Policy 8.4.3 

Finally, the comment incorrectly notes that the Project is sited without adequate buffers from 

sensitive receptors. Although existing sensitive receptors are adjacent to the proposed 

Project’s property line, the receptors would be approximately 230 feet west of the closest 

proposed warehouse building. Additionally, intervening terrain/slope and a retaining wall are 

also located between the warehouse and the receptors to the east. Due to the proximity to 

sensitive receptors, a health risk assessment was conducted for the proposed Project. As noted 
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above, health risk impacts were mitigated to less than significant levels (i.e., below SCAQMD 

thresholds) (see DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and Table 8 of the DEIR Appendix B).  

It should also be noted that General Plan Policy 8.4.3 recommends this buffer for the siting of 

new projects and land uses that would produce localized air pollution and specifically identifies 

Interstate 10, SR-60, high traffic roads, and certain industrial facilities as sources of pollution 

sources. General Plan Policy 8.4.3 indicates certain industrial facilities could be sources of 

pollution, but does not necessarily identify warehouses. The majority of the proposed Project’s 

emissions would occur from mobile sources that would occur off-site and not in the proximity 

to the adjacent sensitive receptors. Additionally, as noted above, the results of the health risk 

assessment (see DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and Table 8 of the DEIR Appendix B) and 

the localized impact analysis (see DEIR pages 4.2-44 through 4.2-50) demonstrate warehouse 

component of the Project would not have significant localized impacts. Therefore, the Project 

would not be a significant source of localized air pollution noted in General Plan Policy 8.4.3.  

O3-80 The comment summarizes the SCAQMD 2022 Draft AQMP. The comment does not raise a 

specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. 

O3-81 Refer to response to comment O3-79 regarding the backup generator horsepower. 
Additionally, as noted in the comment, the backup generators are limited to 50 hours per year 

for testing pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1470. Backup generators are required to be tested 

periodically to ensure that they will operate as expected. The comment notes that the backup 

generators will likely operate for 200 hours per year. However, no substantial evidence is 

provided to support this claim. The SCAQMD limits the operation of backup generators for no 

more than 200 hours per year of operation. Modeling 200 hours for generator emissions would 

be representative of an emergency condition and not representative of typical Project 

operations. 

O3-82 Refer to responses to comments O3-79 and O3-81 regarding backup generator assumptions.  

O3-83 Refer to responses to comments O3-79 and O3-81 regarding backup generator assumptions.  

O3-84 Refer to response to comment O3-79 regarding backup generator assumptions and non-diesel 

low NOX zero emissions technology. 

O3-85 Refer to response to Comment O3-79 regarding construction and operational health risks.  

O3-86 The City disagrees that a receptor grid with spacing smaller than 50 meters should be used. A 

receptor grid of 50 meters is consistent with the SCAQMD’s Modeling Guidance for AERMOD6. 

O3-87 The City disagrees that the dispersion modeling must include building downwash. The modeled 

sources in the AERMOD dispersion model are line-volume sources that represent on- and off-

site truck movements and idling. The purpose of building downwash is to determine if stack 

 
6  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/meteorological-data/modeling-guidance  

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/meteorological-data/modeling-guidance
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discharge might become caught in the turbulent wakes of structures within close proximity. 

The building downwash modeling option is only applicable to point and flare emission source 

types and is not applicable to the line-volume sources that were modeled for the proposed 

Project.  

O3-88 Refer to response to comment O3-87 regarding building downwash.  

O3-89 Refer to response to comment O3-79 regarding General Plan Policy 8.4.3. 

O3-90 General Plan Policy 8.4.4 requires mitigation for sources within 500 feet of sensitive receptors. 

However, as noted in response to comment O3-79, the Project would not have localized air 

quality impacts and health risk impacts would be less than significant with PDF AQ-2 (electric 

cargo handling equipment) and MM AQ-1 (Tier 4 construction equipment). Therefore, 

additional mitigation is not required.  

O3-91 Given the location of the proposed Project and the adjacency to sensitive receptors, a Health 

Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the proposed Project to assess potential health risks 

to the surrounding community; refer to DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and Appendix B. The 

HRA was prepared for the Project using air dispersion modeling (EPA AERMOD). Health risks 

are determined by examining the types and levels of air toxics generated and the associated 

impacts to air quality. As described above, impacts related to cancer risk would be less than 

significant with implementation of MM AQ-1. Additionally, non-carcinogenic hazards are 

calculated to be within acceptable limits. It should be noted that the impacts assess the 

Project’s incremental contribution to health risk impacts, consistent with the SCAQMD 

guidance and methodology. The SCAQMD has not established separate cumulative thresholds 

and does not require combining impacts from cumulative projects. The SCAQMD considers 

projects that do not exceed the Project-specific thresholds to generally not be cumulatively 

significant. Therefore, impacts related to health risk from the Project would be less than 

significant. Refer to Appendix B of the DEIR for additional information. 

While cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 

projects taking place over a period of time, an EIR or MND can determine that a project’s 

contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively 

considerable, and thus is not significant (see Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines). In 

the case of the proposed Project, implementation of MM AQ-1 would render its contribution 

to impacts to less than cumulatively considerable. As such, Projects that do not exceed the 

SCAQMD’s 10 in one million incremental threshold would not exacerbate existing conditions.  

Furthermore, it should be noted that the DEIR determined that the Project’s Localized 

Significance Thresholds (LSTs) would be less than significant (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-42 

through 4.2-45), which indicates that the regional increases shown in DEIR Tables 4.2-10 

through 4.2-14 are over counting truck emissions since not all these trips are in reality new to 

the air basin. 

O3-92 Refer to response to comment O3-91, above. As noted above the SCAQMD has not established 

separate cumulative thresholds and does not require combining impacts from cumulative 
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projects. The SCAQMD considers projects that do not exceed the Project-specific thresholds to 

generally not be cumulatively significant. Localized air quality and health risk impacts were 

evaluated in DIER pages 4.2-43 through 4.2-45 and pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and 

determined to be less than significant.  

The comment provides data from OEHHA’s CalEnviroScreen 4.0. CalEnviroScreen is a mapping 

tool that helps identify California communities that are most affected by many sources of 

pollution, and where people are often especially vulnerable to pollution’s effects. 

CalEnviroScreen uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic information to produce 

scores for every census tract in the State. The scores are mapped so that different communities 

can be compared. An area with a high score is one that experiences a much higher pollution 

burden than areas with low scores. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution 

burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of 

health risk. 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Project would exacerbate existing conditions. 

The comment notes that the census tract that the Project is located is within the 65th percentile 

for traffic, which is consistent with the data presented within CalEnviroScreen 4.0. However, 

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 also shows that the Project area’s Pollution Burden Percentile is 23 and 

the Overall Percentile is 29 (also noted on page 12 of DEIR Appendix B (Health Risk 

Assessment). As noted above, the HRA prepared for the Project and incorporated into DEIR 

pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 show that the Project impacts would be below SCAQMD 

thresholds. The SCAQMD cancer risk threshold is expressed as “incremental cancer risk.” 7 

Individual cancer and incremental cancer risk are the likelihood that a person continuously 

exposed to concentrations of TACs over a lifetime will contract cancer based on the use of 

standard risk assessment methodology.  

As noted above, the Project’s localized emissions would be less than significant (refer to DEIR 

pages 4.2-43 through 4.2-45), which indicates that the regional increases shown in DEIR 

Tables 4.2-11, 4.2-13, and 4.2-14 are over counting truck emissions since not all these trips are 

in reality new to the air basin. 

O3-93 Refer to responses to comments O3-91 and O3-92, above. The emissions associated with the 

Project’s vehicle miles traveled were quantified and analyzed in the DEIR (refer to 

Tables 4.2-10 through 4.2-14). It should be noted that these emissions would occur regionally, 

as emissions associated with mobile sources would occur on roadways throughout the County 

and region and the majority of mobile sources would not be near the Project’s sensitive 

receptors. As noted in response to comment O3-91, the Project’s localized emissions would be 

less than significant (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-43 through 4.2-45) and the Project’s health risks 

would be less than significant (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55), which indicates that 

the regional increases shown in DEIR Tables 4.2-11, 4.2-13, and 4.2-14 are over counting truck 

emissions since not all these trips are in reality new to the air basin. 

 
7  SCAQMD, South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, April 2019.  
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O3-94 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the DEIR. The comment does not raise a 

specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. Responses to specific comments are provided below.  

O3-95 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the DEIR and a general statement that 

additional feasible mitigation measures are available. The comment does not raise a specific 

issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

O3-96 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the DEIR and a general statement about 

consistency with plans and policies. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the 

adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. Responses to specific comments are provided below.  

O3-97 Goal 7 of the Sustainable Beaumont Plan includes various measures to reduce vehicle miles 

traveled, including: Measure 7.1: Encourage non-motorized transportation options; 

Measure 7.2: Encourage, promote, incentivize, or expand use of the pass transit system or 

other transit services; Measure 7.3: Create bicycle master plan to expand bike routes around 

the City; Measure 7.4: Promote Ride sharing programs within businesses; and Measure 7.5: 

Electrify the fleet. Measures 7.3 and 7.5 are the City’s responsibility to implement and would 

not be the Project’s responsibility. However, the Project would implement a TDM program 

(DEIR MM AQ-3) that would encourage non-motorized transportation; encourage, promote, 

and incentivize the use of transit; and promote ride sharing programs. For example, MM AQ-3 

requires a transportation information center and TDM coordinator to provide information on 

surrounding transportation options, promote bicycling and walking by including on-site 

amenities, providing bicycle storage, providing shower and changing facilities, providing on-

site car share amenities, promoting carpool/vanpool/rideshare, provide incentives for 

alternative travel modes, provide onsite meal options, and providing preferred preferential 

parking for electric, and low-emitting vehicles. Therefore, the Project implements feasible TDM 

measures to be consistent with Goal 7.  

O3-98 Refer to response to comment O3-97. The Project would implement various TDM measures 

and would be consistent with Goal 7 of the Sustainable Beaumont Plan. The fact that the 

Project’s GHG emissions were determined to exceed thresholds due to mobile sources does 

not make it inconsistent with the Sustainable Beaumont Plan. 

O3-99 The Riverside County Climate Action Plan consistency analysis was provided in the DEIR for 

informational purposes. Regardless of the type of the source, MM GHG-1 would require that 

100 percent of the Project’s energy is renewable clean energy, which is the intent of the 

Riverside County Climate Action Plan measure. It should be noted that the measure is under 

the overall category “Clean Energy” and also includes wind turbines, which would also achieve 

34 points, as long as 100 percent of the Project’s power needs are provided. As noted above, 

the consistency analysis with the Riverside County Climate Action Plan Screening Table is 

provided for informational purpose to demonstrate that Phase 1 is implementing all feasible 

measure to minimize GHG emissions. The DEIR’s impact determination is based on consistency 
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with the Sustainable Beaumont Plan and the CARB Scoping Plan, as applicable, and is not based 

on consistency with the Riverside County Climate Action Plan.  

O3-100 The comment notes that RTP/SCS Goal 5 is to reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality. 

The proposed Project includes numerous mitigation measures and design features that would 

reduce emissions; refer to DEIR pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-24, pages 4.2-38 through 4.2-41, 

pages 4.7-29 through 4.7-31, and pages 4.7-39 through 4.7-40. These include implementation 

of a TDM program to reduce vehicle trips, charging stations and infrastructure to support 

future electric vehicle demand to reduce mobile emissions, prohibiting idling when engines are 

not in use, including signage to report violations, incentives for using cleaner operating trucks, 

facilitate compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2035, requiring renewable energy, achieving 

CalGreen Tier 2 energy efficiency standards, diverting solid waste, and using electric landscape 

equipment. The Project’s exceedance of thresholds are primarily due to the size of the Project 

and not the lack of reduction measures. The implementation of the various mitigation 

measures noted above and design features would ensure emissions are reduced consistent 

with RTP/SCS Goal 5. 

O3-101 The CARB Refrigerant Management Program is a state requirement and is codified in Title 17 

of the California Code of Regulations (Section 9 5380). Therefore, the Project would be 

required to use refrigerants that comply with State law. Additionally, the SCAQMD issued the 

related Rule 1415 in 1991 covering stationary air conditioning systems, and subsequently 

adopted Rule 1415.1 in 2010 covering stationary refrigeration systems (a precursor to 

California's Refrigerant Management Program Rule, which took effect in 2011). Also, in 2010 

Rule 1415 was extended to cover high-GWP HFC refrigerants. The RMP is designed to 

complement the federal and SCAQMD regulations and provide better control of emissions of 

both ozone depleting substances (ODS) and ODS substitute refrigerants such as HFCs and HFC 

blends. Therefore, this CARB Scoping Plan measure is implemented at the State and regional 

level and not at the project level. 

O3-102 This comment summarizes the commenter’s view about the CEQA statutes and feasible 

mitigation. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise 

any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary. Responses to specific 

comments are provided below. 

O3-103 This comment summarizes the commenter’s view about the DEIR and feasible mitigation. The 
comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA 

issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary. Responses to specific comments are 

provided below. 

O3-104 This comment summarizes the commenter’s view about additional feasible mitigation. The 

comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA 

issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary. Responses to specific comments are 

provided below. 
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O3-105 Refer to response to comment O3-74. The comment suggests additional measures for 

incorporation into the DEIR. The discussion below provides a response to each of the suggested 

measures. As shown below, the suggested are already addressed in the DEIR or are CARB 

regulations that the Project must already comply with. Therefore, additional mitigation is not 

required.  

Suggested Measure Response 
1. “Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires tenants to use the 
cleanest technologies available, and to provide 
the necessary infrastructure to support zero-
emission vehicles and equipment that will be 
operating on site.  
 

As noted above, the Project includes Project 
design features and mitigation that would 
facilitate the use of ZE and NZE vehicles consistent 
with CARB and SCAQMD programs (e.g., 
Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, Sustainable 
Freight Action Plan, SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.).  
 
MM AQ-6 requires Project compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 2305 to facilitate the use of ZE and 
NZE trucks. Additionally, MM AQ-6 requires the 
Project Applicant to provide $1.00 per square foot 
in funding for fleet upgrade financing to 
incentivize the use of cleaner operating trucks to 
reduce future emissions and includes a goal of 
achieving ZE trucks beginning in 2030. It should be 
noted that the DEIR conservatively does not take 
credit for implementation of MM AQ-6. 
 
Additionally, PDF AQ-2 requires all Phase 1 
outdoor cargo handling equipment (including 
yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, and 
forklifts) to be powered by electricity (i.e., zero 
emission). 

2. Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires future tenants to 
exclusively use zero-emission light and medium-
duty delivery trucks and vans.  
 

Refer to the response above.  

3. Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements requiring all trucks, and cars 
entering the Project site be zero-emission.  
 

Refer to the response above. 

4. Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires all heavy-duty trucks 
entering or on the project site to be model year 
2018 or later, expedite a transition to zero-
emission vehicles, and be fully zero-emission 
beginning in 2030.  
 

Refer to response to comment O3-73 regarding 
2018 model year trucks. Additionally, PDF AQ-13 
requires the Phase 1 facility operator to provide 
tenants with information about the Carl Moyer 
Air Program and the On-Road Heavy-Duty 
Vehicles Voucher Incentive Program, which 
provides funding to purchase newer vehicles. 

5. Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires the tenant be in, and 
monitor compliance with, all current air quality 
regulations for on-road trucks including CARB’s 
Heavy-Duty (Tractor-Trailer) Greenhouse Gas 
Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection Program 

Operators and manufacturers are required to 
comply with these regulations. CARB’s Tractor-
Trailer Greenhouse Gas Regulation reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions by improving the 
aerodynamic performance and reducing the 
rolling resistance of tractor-trailers. CARB’s 
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Suggested Measure Response 
(PSIP), and the Statewide Truck and Bus 
Regulation.   
 

Advanced Clean Trucks regulation is a 
manufacturer’s ZEV sales requirement and a one-
time reporting requirement for large entities and 
fleets. The Periodic Smoke Inspection Program 
(PSIP) is CARB's heavy-duty vehicle inspection 
program for in-use trucks and buses that includes 
roadside testing by CARB. The Statewide Truck 
and Bus Regulation requires fleets to upgrade to 
2010 or newer model year engines by January 1, 
2023. The suggested additional mitigation 
measures are already State regulation (i.e., 
mandatory). As such these measures are 
essentially part of the Project; and therefore, are 
not mitigation under CEQA. 

6. Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the 
Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the CEQA 
document. If higher daily truck volumes are 
anticipated to visit the site, the City as the Lead 
Agency should commit to re-evaluating the 
Proposed Project through CEQA prior to allowing 
this land use or higher activity level.” 
 

The DEIR forecast the number of Project 
generated vehicle trips using Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) 11th Edition Trip 
Generation Manual trip generation rates, with the 
breakdown by vehicle type  
(passenger car, 2-axle trucks, 3-axle trucks, and 
4+axle trucks) consistent with SCAQMD 
recommendations. Accordingly, the Project's 
average daily truck traffic has been modelled 
appropriately. However, setting a daily limit on 
truck trips would be infeasible due to expected 
day-to-day variations. The EIR is based on a set of 
realistic, but conservative, set of assumptions 
regarding the magnitude of potential activities 
resulting from the proposed Project, including 
truck trip estimates. Therefore, the City does not 
anticipate truck trips to exceed those, and future 
re-evaluation is not necessary. 

O3-106 This comment provides concluding remarks and does not raise a specific issue with the 

adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other specific CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. Refer above for detailed responses.  

O3-107 A 1994 Phase I ESA conducted for the site is referenced in this VERTEX Phase I for the proposed 

Project. Based on the findings of a 1994 Phase I ESA, a Phase II subsurface investigation was 

also conducted which did not find methane in subsurface soil gas. The Phase II ESA findings 

included the following: 

1. No gasoline range hydrocarbons or volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were detected in 

any of the samples that were analyzed. Only one of the six samples analyzed had detectable 

levels of diesel range hydrocarbons with a value of 130 mg/kg. The concentration of the 

various metals detected in the samples are consistent with typical background levels and 

do not exceed any State or Federal action level. 

2. VOCs were not detected in the soil sample that was collected from the "processing area."  
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3. Pesticides were not detected in any of the 18 soil samples that were collected from the 

retention pond/manure spreading areas. 

4. Pesticides and herbicides were not detected in any of the 17 soil samples that were 

collected from the pesticide/chemical storage and chicken coop areas.  

The Phase I ESA found that the current 2019 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

Residential Environmental Screening Level (ESL) for petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel is 

260 mg/kg and 1,200 mg/kg for Commercial/ Industrial use. Based on this information, the 

detection of diesel at 130 mg/kg represents a de minimis condition and not a REC.  

Also, based on review of readily available historical information, the site is located in a rural 

and residential area. No HRECs were identified with respect to the historical surrounding 

property uses. 

Several facilities were identified within the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 

search distances of the site. Based on distance, apparent gradient relationship, regulatory 

status, and/or other facility-specific characteristics, no RECs to the site were identified with 

respect to these facilities. Based on the reported contamination and the conditions indicated 

in the no further action letter, the former USTs represent a CREC in connection with the site. 

However, MM HAZ-1 is included in the DEIR which requires the preparation of a Soils 

Management Plan for the Project. 

O3-108 The DEIR and VMT analysis disclose the Projects VMT impacts, and feasible mitigation 

measures have been identified.  

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

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

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

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

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

self-service bicycle repair area, etc. around the Project site. 

• Each building shall provide secure bicycle storage space equivalent to two percent of the 

automobile parking spaces provided. 

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

200 yards of a building entrance. 

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

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

than they use day-to-day. 

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

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

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

areas or convenient designated parking spaces for carpool/vanpool users.  
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• Provide meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations. 

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

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

O3-109 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O3-110 Comment noted. The suggested updates to the VMT analysis and/or DEIR document would not 

change the findings or conclusions of the transportation/VMT impact as significant and 

unavoidable. 

O3-111 As reported in the VMT analysis memo, there is no existing transit within ½-mile of the Project. 

As such, the Project would not have an impact on existing transit ridership. 

O3-112 The thresholds used are consistent with the City’s TIA guidelines. SB 743 provides discretion to 

lead agencies to set their VMT impact thresholds. 

O3-113 The thresholds used are consistent with the City’s TIA guidelines. SB 743 provides discretion to 

lead agencies to set their VMT impact thresholds. 

O3-114 The suggested updates to the VMT analysis and/or DEIR document would not change the 

findings or conclusions of the transportation/VMT impact as significant and unavoidable.  

O3-115 Per CEQA Guidelines, Level of Service is not considered as a CEQA impact. Therefore, the 

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

improvements will be conditions of approval and not mitigation measures.  

O3-116 Per CEQA Guidelines, Level of Service is not considered as a CEQA impact. Therefore, the 

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

improvements will be conditions of approval and not mitigation measures.  

O3-117 Per CEQA Guidelines, Level of Service is not considered as a CEQA impact. Therefore, the 

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

improvements will be conditions of approval and not mitigation measures.  

O3-118 The DEIR and VMT analysis discloses the proposed Projects VMT impacts, and feasible 

mitigation have been identified. As shown on page 6 of the VMT memo (Dated 

February 1, 2022), the Project would provide transportation demand management 

(TDM)/VMT Mitigation Measures as noted below:  

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

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

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

service bicycle repair area, etc. around the Project site. 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-241 

• Each building shall provide secure bicycle storage space equivalent to two percent of the 

automobile parking spaces provided. 

• Each building shall provide a minimum of two shower and changing facilities within 200 

yards of a building entrance. 

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

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

than they use day-to-day. 

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

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

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

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

• Provide meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations. 

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

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

O3-119 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O3-120 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O3-121 DEIR Sections 4.10 and 4.12 include detailed analysis related the Projects compliance with the 

City’s General Plan and housing. The commentor makes a blanket statement but does not raise 

any specific issues related to the actual analysis in the DEIR.  

O3-122 Chapter 17.20 of the Beaumont Municipal Code establishes a No Net Loss Program, whereby 

concurrent with the approval of any change in zone from a residential use to a less intensive 

use, a density bonus will become available to project applicants subsequently seeking to 

develop property for residential use within the City.  

O3-123 See response to comment O3-122 above. 

O3-124 Section 4.12, Population and Housing, of the DEIR includes a detailed analysis on the Project 

impacts to housing and City’s housing needs.  In addition, the City has adopted a No Net Loss 

Program to replace housing units lost as a result of down zoning.  See response to comment 

O3-122 above. 

O3-125 The WSA states the Project has been annexed into the City and into the water service area of 

BCVWD. The WSA does not make findings of sufficient water supply based on when recycled 

water will become available. The WSA makes findings of sufficient water supply for the 

proposed project based on the ample overlying water rights assigned to the Project parcels by 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-242 

the Beaumont Basin Judgment that exceed the anticipated water demand (both potable and 

non-potable demand combined) of the proposed project. The WSA also finds that a future 

water demand for the Project site that exceeds the projected water demand of the proposed 

project was accounted for in BCVWD’s 2020 UWMP 20-year water demand projections for 

which the district expects to have sufficient water supply. The future locations of utility 

extensions to be constructed by the applicant including recycled water lines are not a required 

element of the WSA (Senate Bill 610) and are therefore not included.  The WSA assumes the 

permanent open space area will not be irrigated based on discussion between Webb and the 

fire marshal (there is a citation to this effect in the WSA). 

O3-126 Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR concerning the updates to the Project’s biological 

resources mitigation measures. 

O3-127 Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR concerning the updates to the Project’s biological 

resources mitigation measures. 

O3-128 Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR concerning the updates to the Project’s biological 

resources mitigation measures. 

O3-129 Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR concerning the updates to the Project’s biological 

resources mitigation measures. 

O3-130 The calculation of MSHCP fees is currently being developed with the appropriate resource 

agencies. There is no requirement to include the exact fees in the DEIR, as these are developed 

in conjunction with the appropriate agencies. The Project is required to pay all fees 

proportionate to their impact, as stated in the DEIR.  

Southern California legless lizard is a California Species of Special concern that has moderate 

potential to occur within the Project due to the presence of suitable habitat and is not covered 

under the MSHCP. A majority of the moderately suitable habitat for southern California legless 

lizard within the Project site occurs within the drainage south of the grading footprint, which 

would be avoided during construction of the Project. However, the Project would result  in 

removal of some suitable habitat within the smaller drainages in the northeast portion of the 

site, which would be adverse. Payment of MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fees provides 

habitat-based mitigation within the plan area for all wildlife and plant species, including 

MSHCP-covered species and Species of Special Concern, impacted due to the loss of suitable 

habitat from covered projects. As such, loss of habitat for Species of Special Concern would be 

offset through this habitat-based mitigation under the MSHCP such that the loss of habitat 

resulting from the Project would not constitute significant impacts. These species are 

considered adequately covered under the MSHCP; habitat-based impacts on non-listed 

special-status wildlife species would be less than significant, conditional upon satisfaction of 

previous mitigation requirements. 

O3-131 As stated in page 4.13-10 of Section 4.13, Public Services, the Riverside County Fire 

Department (RCFD) reviewed the Project’s design to ensure conformance to RCFD 

requirements and would thereby reduce demands on fire protection services. Additionally, 
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payment of the Fire Protection impact fees, property taxes, and other revenues generated by 

development within the Project area would be available to the City to offset any increased 

costs for fire protection services with little or no net effect on the City’s budget.  

Implementation of the Project would be required to be consistent with the City’s General Plan 

for e-commerce, commercial, and open space uses as well as permitted floor area ratios (FAR). 

Lastly, Project development would be subject to compliance with RCFD requirements for 

emergency access, fire-flow, fire protection standards, fire lanes, and other site 

design/building standards.  

O3-132 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter O4 – Cherry Valley Acres and Neighbors 

Pat Doherty, Treasurer 
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Responses to Comment Letter O4 – Cherry Valley Acres and Neighbors 

Pat Doherty, Treasurer 

O4-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

Additionally, evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of 

homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, 

your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers 

O4-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. In addition, the 

DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed Project’s impacts related to air quality and 

transportation. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality and Section 4.15, Transportation of the DEIR 

for more information. 

O4-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter O5 – Solera Oak Valley Greens Association, Board of Directors 

Christine Rodgers, Vice President of Large Scale Community 

Management 
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Responses to Comment Letter O5 – Solera Oak Valley Greens Association, Board of Directors 

Christine Rodgers, Vice President of Large Scale 

Community Management 

O5-1 The Solera Oak Valley Greens Association: Board of Directors Resolution in opposition to the 

proposed Project has been noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O5-2 See response to comment O5-1 above. 
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Comment Letter O6 – Center for Biological Diversity, Urban Wildlands Program 

Hallie Kutak, Senior Conservation Advocate 
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Responses to Comment Letter O6 – Center for Biological Diversity, Urban Wildlands Program 

Hallie Kutak, Senior Conservation Advocate 

O6-1 This comment is introductory and states that the DEIR fails to adequately address the Project’s 

impacts on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, sensitive receptors, biological resources, 

noise, and aesthetics. Refer to the following responses.  

O6-2 Refer to response to comment O6-1 above. 

O6-3 This comment brief summarizes the commentor’s understanding of the proposed Project and 

Project location. 

O6-4 This comment summarizes general air quality impacts and how they affect health. The 

comment states that ozone, PM2.5, and toxic air contaminants (TACs) are the greatest concern 

for Riverside County and relates these pollutants to health conditions. The comment states 

that the warehouses are a well-documented source of air quality degradation and can cause 

health impacts for surrounding communities. The comment does not raise a specific issue with 

the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. 

O6-5 This comment is introductory to briefly describe the purpose of CEQA and how the DEIR fails 

to properly disclose and analyze significant air quality, GHG, biological, noise, and aesthetic 

impacts.  

O6-6 This comment states that the DEIR analysis is inadequate, but it does not identify any 

deficiencies in the analysis. In fact, the comment agrees with the conclusions of the air quality 

and greenhouse gas analysis, noting that the Project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts. 

O6-7 This comment states that the DEIR underestimates the vehicle trips associated with the Project 

and does not attempt to mitigate all significant impacts. Vehicle trip generation estimates are 

based on trip rates obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 

Generation Manual (10th Edition) based on Project land uses. Air quality mitigation measures 

are discussed on DEIR pages 4.2-38 through 4.2-41. Greenhouse Gas mitigation measures are 

discussed on DEIR pages 4.7-39 and 4.7-40. 

O6-8 The proposed project is consistent with the ITE description for ITE High-Cube Short-Term 

Storage Warehouse for Buildings 1 and 2, and ITE Warehouse for Building 3. High-Cube 

Fulfillment Center Warehouse and High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse uses are not proposed.  

O6-9 The proposed project is consistent with the ITE description for ITE High-Cube Short-Term 

Storage Warehouse for Buildings 1 and 2, and ITE Warehouse for Building 3. High-Cube 

Fulfillment Center Warehouse and High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse uses are not proposed.  
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O6-10 The proposed project is consistent with the ITE description for ITE High-Cube Short-Term 

Storage Warehouse for Buildings 1 and 2, and ITE Warehouse for Building 3. High-Cube 

Fulfillment Center Warehouse and High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse uses are not proposed.  

O6-11 This comment suggests that the DEIR is underestimating diesel pollution by underestimating 

the distance trucks will travel and suggests that truck trip length should be 88 miles one way.  

The average truck trip length used in the DEIR was taken from a CARB study, Emissions 

Estimation Methodology for On-Road Diesel-Fueled Heavy-Duty Drayage Trucks at California 

Ports and Intermodal Rail Yards. This CARB study estimated travel distances from distribution 

centers based on weighted trip average distances between ports and rail yards. For 

warehouses located within the South Coast Air Basin, the average distance was estimated to 

be 33.2 miles per trip. The commenter does not provide a source for the suggested 88-mile 

trip length. Furthermore, it should be noted that the DEIR determined that the Project’s 

Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) would be less than significant (refer to DEIR pages 

4.2-42 through 4.2-46) and health risk impacts would be less than significant (refer to DEIR 

pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55), which indicates that the regional increases shown in DEIR 

Tables 4.2-10 through 4.2-14 are over counting truck emissions since not all these trips are in 

reality new to the air basin. 

O6-12 This comment incorrectly states that emissions from trucks hauling materials to the Project 

site during construction were omitted and cites pages 4.2-28, 4.2-29, Appendix A, thereto at 

66-74 as evidence. However, the commenter misunderstood the data presented in the 

CalEEMod output files. Hauling in CalEEMod refers to the import and export of soil. The pages 

referenced in the Appendix are for building construction, paving, and architectural coating 

phases, therefore they do not include soil transport. However, vendors in CalEEMod refers to 

transport of building materials to the Project, the emissions from these trips are included in 

the data tables. Therefore, construction emissions for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Project 

identified in Table 4.2-8 of page 4.2-28 and Table 4.2-9 of page 4.2-29 include emissions from 

both hauling soil and transporting construction materials to the site.  

O6-13 This comment states that errors in the air quality analysis methodology will also underestimate 

greenhouse gas emissions. However, as discussed in previous responses, criticisms of the air 

quality methodology and calculations are unfounded or incorrect.  

O6-14 This comment states that the DEIR does not analyze cumulative air quality impacts on 

receptors. However cumulative impacts from construction and operations are analyzed on 

DEIR pages 4.2-56 and 4.2-57. 

O6-15 This comment questions the accuracy of the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the DEIR. 

The comment notes that the unmitigated Project would result in 63 cases of cancer for every 

million residents and 60.9 cases for every worker which exceeds the significance threshold. 

The comment then notes that a project design feature and a mitigation measure would reduce 

cancer impacts to a less than significant level. The commenter questions how such a reduction 

is possible.  
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As discussed in the HRA, all unmitigated emissions are based on diesel-powered construction 

equipment and diesel-powered cargo handling equipment (including yard trucks, pallet jacks, 

and forklifts). Mitigated emissions include project design features and mitigation, these require 

diesel construction equipment to meet CARB Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards, be 

properly maintained, shut-off when not in use, connecting electric tools to a power grid instead 

of a diesel generator, and requires all cargo handling equipment to be electric. Based on these 

changes, the cancer risk for emissions modeled in AERMOD were determined to be less than 

significant. Modeling input values and outputs are included in the HRA appendix.  

O6-16 This comment states that the mitigation measures in the DEIR are not sufficient to reduce 

impacts. The comment summarizes these measures and notes that these measures focus on 

on-site impacts and do not address mobile emissions. As stated in the DEIR, the Project does 

not have the authority to regulate vehicle emissions, mitigation measures only include things 

that Project has the authority to control. However, as shown in the HRA, these measures will 

reduce cancer cases below South Coast AQMD thresholds.  

O6-17 This comment states that South Coast AQMD is considering updating their guidance for 

cumulative air quality impacts. If South Coast AQMD updates their guidance, future projects 

would be required to comply with these new guidelines.  

O6-18 The City agrees that low rainfall can be adverse for rare plants and rare plant surveys; however, 

based on existing site conditions, the Rocks Biological Consulting principal biologist 

determined that the proposed Project site is not likely to support Marvin's onion or many-

stemmed dudleya based on the highly disturbed nature of the site and lack of suitable habitat. 

These species typically occur within the San Gorgonio mountains and foothills and are 

significantly less likely on topographically lower areas like the Project site. Further, while low 

rainfall can reduce plant population size, there are some plants such as perennials that 

germinate from a bulb (Marvin's onion) or caudex/corm (many-stemmed dudleya) that can 

produce above ground leaves/stems/flowers even during low rainfall years.  As such we believe 

these species would have been observed if present.  

O6-19 The comment states that DEIR must revegetate mesic and riparian areas in order to provide 

additional habitat for the vireo. As stated in page 4.3-19 of DEIR Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, the Project would implement MM BIO-1 which contains the strategy to avoid 

vegetation removal during the birds breeding season. Therefore, impacts to the least Bell’s 

vireo would be less than significant and the Project would comply with General Plan 

Policies 8.5.5 and 8.7.5. 

O6-20 Commented noted. As noted in MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2, pre-construction/absence/protocol 

surveys would be conducted by a qualified biologist. Furthermore, the qualified biologist will 

always be present when during construction activity to ensure that impacts to sensitive 

biological species are minimized. 

O6-21 This comment states that the DEIR does not adequately analyze traffic and cumulative noise 

impacts and disagrees with the traffic noise results along Brookside Avenue. The DEIR analyzed 
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traffic noise along 18 roadway segments. The cumulative noise analysis looks at three different 

criteria to determine noise impacts; would the Project result in a noticeable increase in noise 

over existing conditions (an increase of 3.0 dBA or more), would a significant portion of future 

traffic noise be due to the Project (an increase of 1.0 dBA or more), and would the resulting 

traffic noise exceed the acceptable standards for an adjacent land use.   

As shown in Table 4.11-16 and explained on pages 4.11-31 and 4.11-32, traffic noise along 

Brookside Ave. would not result in significant impacts. Traffic noise on Brookside Ave. between 

Hannon Rd. and Union St. would not exceed the normally acceptable standard and would 

result in a less than significant impact. Brookside traffic noise between Union St. and Nancy 

Ave. would exceed the normally acceptable standard, combined threshold, and incremental 

threshold at 100 feet, however these houses are above roadway grade and surrounded by a 

solid block wall which would attenuate traffic noise to less than significant levels. Brookside 

traffic noise between Nancy Ave. and Oak View Dr. would also exceed the normally acceptable 

standard, combined threshold, and incremental threshold at 100 feet. However, there is only 

one residence along this segment of the road, and it is 150 feet from the centerline. At this 

distance, traffic noise would be attenuated to less than significant levels. Brookside traffic 

noise between Oak View Dr. and Beaumont Ave. would not exceed the combined threshold; 

therefore, as noted in the DEIR impacts would be less than significant. However, the City agrees 

to include a discussion on noise levels concerning Brookside Avenue from Oak View Drive to 

Beaumont Avenue. See Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR for those changes. 

O6-22 This comment states that the DEIR did not analyze noise impacts at  crucial locations, 

specifically at residences south of the Project’s property line. Sensitive receptors identified in 

Table 4.11-3 are sensitive receptors located nearest the Project boundary. These sensitive 

receptors were considered when analyzing construction noise however when analyzing traffic 

noise, the receptors studied depend on traffic patterns. The traffic study did not identify 

Project traffic traveling along Brookside Avenue from North Deodar Drive to Hannon Road, 

therefore traffic noise was not analyzed at this roadway segment.   

O6-23 This comment states that the DEIR fails to disclose all Phase 2 construction noise and 

operational noise from the hotel. However, the DEIR discusses onsite and off-site construction 

noise for Phase 1 and Phase 2 on pages 4.11-20 and 4.11-21. Operational noise from the hotel 

is discussed on pages 4.11-21 through 4.11-23. This would include mechanical equipment noise 

such as HVAC units and parking lot noise. Other than these sources, the hotel would not be a 

significant source of noise generation. The comment does not identify any additional hotel 

related noise sources that were not analyzed.  

O6-24 The commentor is incorrect in their statement that the DEIR fails to adequate consider whether 

the Project would create a new source of light, which would affect nighttime views in the area. 

The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses the proposed Project’s light and glare impacts associated 

with construction and operation activity. Refer to pages 4.1-12 through 4.1-13 of DEIR 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics. As stated in Section 4.1, the Project’s construction source of light and 

glare would be limited to daylight hours. Additionally, nighttime security lighting could be 

utilized for security purposes of the site and equipment. Additionally, it is a common practice 
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to provide night-time lighting when a guardhouse/shack is provided on-site for security 

personnel. No short-term, construction-related impacts associated with light and glare are 

expected to occur. 

Concerning operation of the proposed Project, the Project would incorporate design elements 

to reduce sources of lighting as approved by the City. In addition, all future development within 

the City limits would be subject to the provisions of Chapter 8.50, Outdoor Lighting of the 

Beaumont MC. Chapter 8.50 sets forth restrictive lighting standards that act to prevent or 

minimize overall illumination levels, and effectively reduce or preclude potential light/glare 

overspill impacts. In this regard, the City’s Outdoor Lighting Ordinance establishes specific 

design, construction, and performance standards applicable to lighting and light fixtures within 

the City.  

Although the proposed Project would result in new light and glare, it would be less than 

significant. 

O6-25 The City agrees to provide more information. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR for those 

changes.  

O6-26 The City agrees to provide more information. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR for those 

changes. 

O6-27 This comment is introductory and contains references from CEQA Guidelines and Statutes.  

O6-28 The comment states that that vehicular traffic from the Project would be roughly the same 

because the intensity of use would be similar, resulting in no reduction in air quality or GHG 

emissions. This statement is incorrect. The DEIR does not state that “no reduction” between 

alternatives would occur. The DEIR states that vehicular traffic generated from the Project is 

not anticipated to be significantly reduced, not that no reduction would occur.  

O6-29 Section 6.0 of the DEIR includes a details analysis of the alternatives and applicability of the 

Project objectives to the alternatives. The Commentor is citing to the single sentence 

conclusion in the summary table and negates the substantial evidence in the DEIR.  

O6-30 This comment is introductory and states that the DEIR does not incorporate several basic 

measures that impacts on adjacent residential communities. No further response is warranted. 

O6-31 This comment notes that the Project will exceed the GHG threshold. The comment goes on to 

discuss GHG emissions and its impact on climate change. The comment does not raise a specific 

issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

O6-32 This comment discusses GHG emissions and the impact on California’s climate. The comment 

does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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O6-33 This comment notes that the Project will result in a significant and unavoidable GHG impacts 

but disagrees with the conclusion that additional mitigation is not feasible. The Project has 

incorporated mitigation measures that reduce onsite GHG emissions by 79 percent, however 

due to the nature of the Project, the majority of GHG emissions will come from mobile sources. 

Neither the Project nor the City has the authority to regulate emissions from vehicles, 

therefore any proposed mitigation to control vehicle emissions would not be enforceable and 

therefore is not considered feasible. 

O6-34 This comment notes that the decision under Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of 

San Diego (2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 467 that determined the purchase of carbon offset credits did 

not meet CEQA’s criteria for a valid mitigation measure, but did not invalidate carbon offsets 

as a matter of law. However, as discussed in the DEIR, to reduce emissions and to be valid 

mitigation under CEQA, purchased offset credits must be genuine, quantifiable, additional, and 

verifiable. Even offset credits purchased from CARB-approved offset project registries have 

been determined to not adequately assure that purchased offset credits accurately and 

reliably represent actual emissions reductions or cannot guarantee that such reductions are 

additional to any reduction that would occur under business-as-usual operations and 

reductions required by law. CARB does not have enforcement authority over such reductions, 

let alone the City of Beaumont. The City of Beaumont, the lead agency for the Project and the 

entity responsible for enforcing any mitigation measures incorporated into the Project and 

relied upon to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, has no enforcement authority 

over offset credits that fund carbon reduction projects outside of the City. Many offset credits 

“sell” reductions in emissions generated outside of California, which may not be genuine or 

verifiable. International offsets are even more difficult to verify, guarantee and enforce. Thus, 

the purchase of offset credits is not a feasible CEQA mitigation measure to reduce the 

emissions impact of the proposed Project. 

O6-35 As discussed in response to comment O6-34, project offset registries have been determined to 

not adequately assure that purchased offset credits accurately and reliably represent actual 

emissions reductions. Therefore, investing in mitigation credits may not result in a reduction 

in GHG emissions and thus would not be valid CEQA mitigation.  

O6-36 This comment is introductory and quotes text from CEQA Guidelines. No further response is 

warranted.  

O6-37 This comment summarizes South Coast AQMD Rule 2305. The comment does not raise a 

specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. 

O6-38 This comment summarizes the California Attorney General document entitled Warehouse 

Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental 

Quality Act, which provides example mitigation measures. These mitigation measures were 

considered during Project design and have been included as design features or mitigation 

measures if feasible for the Project. 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures Method of Project Incorporation 

Requiring all off-road construction equipment—
not just cargo equipment-- to be zero-emission, 

where available, and all diesel fueled off-road 
construction equipment, to be equipped with 

CARB Tier IV compliant engines or better, and 
including this requirement in applicable 7 bid 

documents, purchase orders, and contracts, with 
successful contractors demonstrating the ability to 

supply the compliant construction equipment for 
use prior to any ground-disturbing and 

construction activities. 

MM AQ-1 (DEIR page 4.2-38) requires 
construction equipment to meet CARB Tier 4 

standards. Additionally, PDF AQ-2 requires 
electric cargo handling equipment during 

operations.  

Prohibiting off-road diesel-powered equipment 
from being in the “on” position for more than 10 

hours per day. 

DEIR MM AQ-1 requires all construction 
equipment and delivery vehicles shall be turned 

off when not in use, or limit on-site idling for no 
more than 5 minutes in any 1 hour  to achieve 
this measure. 

Providing electrical hook ups to the power grid, 
rather than use of diesel-fueled generators, for 
electric construction tools, such as saws, drills, and 

compressors, and using electric tools whenever 
feasible. 

DEIR MM AQ-1 requires on-site electrical hook 
ups to a power grid shall be provided for 
electric construction tools including saws, drills, 

and compressors, where feasible, to reduce the 
need for diesel powered electric generators. 

Limiting the amount of daily grading disturbance 
area. 

The project would be required to comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 403, which limits daily grading 
disturbance area to minimize fugitive dust (see 

SC AQ-1 on DEIR page 4.2-37). 

Prohibiting grading on days with an Air Quality 
Index forecast of greater than one hundred for 

particulates or ozone for the project area. 

The emissions analysis for the Project 
determined that regional and localized 

construction emissions would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds (see DEIR pages 4.2-27 

through 4.2-29 and pages 4.2-42 through 4.2-
44). Therefore, the Project would not have the 

potential to influence localized pollutant 
concentrations and implementation of this 

measure is not necessary. 

Forbidding idling of heavy equipment for more 
than two minutes. 

The Project would comply with the 5-minute 
limit per CARB regulation/state law. 

Implementation of this measure is not 
quantifiable because CalEEMod does not allow 

for the adjustment of idle times. The Project 
includes MM AQ-5 requires signage stating that 

drivers turn off engines when not in use, 
identifying the State’s 5-minute idling limit 

(California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Division 3, Article 1, Chapter 10, Section 2485 

[Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit 
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Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Idling]), and including telephone numbers of 

the building facilities manager and CARB to 
report violations. 

Additionally, the Project includes design 
features to minimize idling. For example, PDF 

AQ-5 requires Phase 1 facility operators to train 
managers and employees on efficient 

scheduling and load management to eliminate 
unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. PDF 

AQ-8 requires the facility operator for Phase 1 
to ensure that site enforcement staff in charge 
of keeping the daily log and monitoring for 

excess idling will be trained/certified in diesel 
health effects and technologies, for example, 

by requiring attendance at California Air 
Resources Board-approved courses (such as the 

free, one-day Course #512). 

Keeping onsite and furnishing to the lead agency or 
other regulators upon request, all equipment 

maintenance records and data sheets, including 
design specifications and emission control tier 

classifications. 

MM AQ-1 (DEIR page 4.2-38) requires a copy of 
each unit’s Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) documentation (certified tier 

specification or model year specification), and 
CARB or SCAQMD operating permit (if 

applicable) to be provided to the City at the 
time of mobilization of each applicable unit of 

equipment. 

PDF AQ-6 (DEIR page 4.2-22) requires tenants 
train staff to keep vehicle records in diesel 

technologies and comply with CARB 
regulations.  

PDF AQ-7 (DEIR page 4.2-23) requires Phase 1 
tenants to maintain records on its fleet 

equipment and vehicle engine maintenance to 
ensure that equipment and vehicles serving the 

warehouses within the Project are in good 
condition, and in proper tune pursuant to 

manufacturer’s specifications. 

Conducting an on-site inspection to verify 
compliance with construction mitigation and to 

identify other opportunities to further reduce 
construction impacts. 

See PDF AQ-4 and PDF AQ-6, 

As noted above, compliance with SCAQMD 

rules are required as standard condition and 
would be enforced by SCAQMD inspection.  

Additionally, the emissions analysis for the 
Project determined that regional and localized 
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construction emissions would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds (see DEIR pages 4.2-27 

through 4.2-29 and pages 4.2-42 through 
4.2-44). CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle 

Regulation ensures equipment meets 
standards. 

Using paints, architectural coatings, and industrial 

maintenance coatings that have volatile organic 
compound levels of less than 10 g/L. 

MM AQ-2 (DEIR pages 4.2-38 to 4.2-39) 

requires the Project to use “Super-Compliant” 
low volatile organic compound (VOC) paints 

(i.e., a VOC content of 10 g/L or less). 

Requiring that all facility-owned and operated fleet 
equipment with a gross vehicle weight rating 

greater than 14,000 pounds accessing the site 
meet or exceed 2010 model-year emissions 

equivalent engine standards as currently defined in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Division 3, 

Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025. Facility 
operators shall maintain records on-site 
demonstrating compliance with this requirement 

and shall make records available for inspection by 
the local jurisdiction, air district, and state upon 

request.  

Refer to PDF AQ-4 on DEIR Page 4.2-22. 

Requiring all heavy-duty vehicles entering or 
operated on the Project site to be zero-emission 

beginning in 2030. 

Refer to response to comment O3-73. The 
existing regulatory environment already 

requires various mobile source emissions 
reduction measures and transition to ZE and 

NZE vehicles (CARB already regulates truck 
emissions with the Advanced Clean Truck 

Regulation, the Mobile Source Strategy 
[including the low-NOX engine emissions 

standard], the Sustainable Freight Action Plan, 
and the Emissions Reduction Plan for Ports and 

Goods Movement, among others). 

The DEIR includes design features and 

mitigation that would facilitate the use of ZE 
and NZE trucks consistent with CARB and 

SCAQMD programs (e.g., Advanced Clean Truck 
Regulation, Sustainable Freight Action Plan, 
SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.). For example, the 

Project design features require all cargo 
handling equipment (forklifts, yard trucks, etc.) 

to be electrically powered to reduce on-site 
criteria pollutant emissions. In order to 

promote the use of alternative fuels and clean 
fleets and facilitate future installation of 
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electric vehicle supply equipment, the Project 
would install 30 electric light-duty vehicle 

charging stations, install conduit for 59 electric 
light-duty vehicle charging stations, and 

designate 119 parking spaces for clean 
air/electric vehicle/vanpool parking (refer to 

the Project design feature on DEIR pages 4.2-22 
through 4.2-24). 

PDF AQ-13 requires the Phase 1 facility 
operator to provide tenants with information 

about the Carl Moyer Air Program and the On-
Road Heavy-Duty Vehicles Voucher Incentive 
Program, which provides funding to purchase 

newer vehicles. Additionally, MM AQ-6 
requires the Project Applicant to provide $1.00 

per square foot in funding for fleet upgrade 
financing to incentivize the use of cleaner 

operating trucks to reduce future emissions 
and includes a goal of achieving ZE trucks 

beginning in 2030. It should be noted that the 
DEIR conservatively does not take credit for 

implementation of MM AQ-6. 

Requiring tenants to use zero-emission light- and 
medium-duty vehicles as part of business 

operations. 

Refer to the response above. The Project 
includes Project design features and mitigation 

that would facilitate the use of ZE and NZE 
vehicles consistent with CARB and SCAQMD 

programs (e.g., Advanced Clean Truck 
Regulation, Sustainable Freight Action Plan, 

SCAQMD Rule 2305, etc.).  

MM AQ-6 requires Project compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 2305 to facilitate the use of ZE 

and NZE trucks. Additionally, MM AQ-6 
requires the Project Applicant to provide $1.00 

per square foot in funding for fleet upgrade 
financing to incentivize the use of cleaner 

operating trucks to reduce future emissions 
and includes a goal of achieving ZE trucks 

beginning in 2030. It should be noted that the 
DEIR conservatively does not take credit for 

implementation of MM AQ-6. 

Additionally, PDF AQ-2 requires all Phase 1 

outdoor cargo handling equipment (including 
yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, 

and forklifts) to be powered by electricity (i.e., 
zero emission). 
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Forbidding trucks from idling for more than two 
minutes and requiring operators to turn off 

engines when not in use. 

The Project would comply with the 5-minute 
limit per CARB regulation/state law. 

Implementation of this measure is not 
quantifiable because CalEEMod does not allow 

for the adjustment of idle times. The Project 
includes MM AQ-5 requires signage stating that 

drivers turn off engines when not in use, 
identifying the State’s 5-minute idling limit 

(California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Division 3, Article 1, Chapter 10, Section 2485 

[Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit 
Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Idling]), and including telephone numbers of 

the building facilities manager and CARB to 
report violations. 

Additionally, the Project includes design 
features to minimize idling. For example, PDF 

AQ-5 requires Phase 1 facility operators to train 
managers and employees on efficient 

scheduling and load management to eliminate 
unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. PDF 

AQ-8 requires the facility operator for Phase 1 
to ensure that site enforcement staff in charge 

of keeping the daily log and monitoring for 
excess idling will be trained/certified in diesel 

health effects and technologies, for example, 
by requiring attendance at California Air 
Resources Board-approved courses (such as the 

free, one-day Course #512). 

Posting both interior- and exterior-facing signs, 
including signs directed at all eight dock and 

delivery areas, identifying idling restrictions and 
contact information to report violations to CARB, 

the air district, and the building manager. 

See MM AQ-5 on DEIR pages 4.2-40 to 4.2-41. 

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s 
recommended maintenance intervals, air filtration 

systems at sensitive receptors within a certain 
radius of facility for the life of the Project. 

A Project specific Health Risk Assessment was 
prepared for the Project and determined that 

with the implementation of PDF AQ-2 and 
MM AQ-1, health risks would be reduced to 

less than significant levels. Therefore, 
mitigation requiring air filtration systems such 

as MERV 13 filters would not be required. 

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s 
recommended maintenance intervals, an air 

monitoring station proximate to sensitive 
receptors and the facility for the life of the Project 

CARB currently operates the Banning Airport 
Monitoring Station located approximately 9.6 

miles southeast of the Project site. As the 
Project emissions modeling did not exceed 
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and making the resulting data publicly available in 
real time. While air monitoring does not mitigate 

the air quality or greenhouse gas impacts of a 
facility, it nonetheless benefits the affected 

community by providing information that can be 
used to improve air quality or avoid exposure to 

unhealthy air.  

SCAQMD’s Localized Sensitive Thresholds, the 
Project would not affect the ambient air quality 

in the area. This measure is not required per 
CEQA and would not reduce project emissions. 

Constructing electric truck charging stations 
proportional to the number of dock doors at the 

Project. 

MM AQ-4 (DEIR page 4.2-40) accommodates 
the future installation of EV truck charging 

stations for when this technology becomes 
commercially available and the buildings are 

being served by trucks with electric-powered 
engines.  

Constructing electric light-duty vehicle charging 

stations proportional to the number of parking 
spaces at the Project. 

PDF AQ-10 (DEIR page 4.2-22) requires at least 

30 electric light-duty vehicle charging stations 
and conduit for 59 future electric light- duty 

charging stations. SC AQ-10 (DEIR page 4.2-38) 
requires electric vehicle supply equipment at 
six percent of the total parking spaces. 

Requiring all stand-by emergency generators to be 
powered by a non-diesel fuel. 

Natural gas generators typically require a 
dedicated 3” gas line and are limited to 400 kW 

or 600 amps of 480-volt power. Buildings in a 
project of this scale would require more power 
than could be provided by a non-diesel 

generator. In addition, these generators are not 
considered a reliable source of power in an 

event such as an earthquake. 

Requiring operators to establish and promote a 
rideshare program that discourages single-

occupancy vehicle trips and provides financial 
incentives for alternate modes of transportation, 

including carpooling, public transit, and biking. 

See MM AQ-3 on DEIR page 4.2-39. 

Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between 
the facility and nearby meal destinations. 

See MM AQ-3 on DEIR page 4.2-39. 

Plant trees and vegetation near structures to shade 

buildings and reduce energy requirements for 
heating/cooling. 

See PDF AQ-18 on DEIR page 4.2-24. 

Additionally, the Project would include 
landscaping consistent with City design 

requirements. 

Preserve or replace onsite trees (that are removed 
due to development) as a means of providing 

carbon storage. 

See PDF AQ-18. The project would include 
landscaping consistent with City design 

requirements. 
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Replace traffic lights, streetlights, and other 
electrical uses to energy efficient bulbs and 

appliances. 

This is a municipal measure and not applicable 
at the project level.  

Retrofit municipal water and wastewater systems 
with energy efficient motors, pumps, and other 

equipment, and recover wastewater treatment 
methane for energy production. 

This is a municipal measure and not applicable 
at the project level. 

O6-39 This comment lists general mitigation measures identified by CARB to reduce construction and 

operational emissions. These mitigation measures were considered during Project design and 

have been included as design features or mitigation measures if feasible for the Project. 

In construction contracts, include language that 
requires all off-road diesel-powered equipment 

used during construction to be equipped with Tier 
4 or cleaner engines, except for specialized 

construction equipment in which Tier 4 engines are 
not available. In lieu of Tier 4 engines, equipment 

can incorporate retrofits such that emission 
reductions achieved equal or exceed that of a Tier 

4 engine. 

MM AQ-1 (DEIR page 4.2-38) requires 
construction equipment to meet CARB Tier 4 

standards. 

In construction contracts, include language that 
requires all off-road equipment with a power 

rating below 19 kilowatts (e.g., plate compactors, 
pressure washers, etc.) used during project 

construction be battery powered. 

Construction emissions are mitigated to below 
SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, mitigation 

requiring battery powered construction 
equipment is not required. 

In construction contracts, include language that 
requires all heavy-duty trucks entering the 

construction site, during either the grading or 
building construction phases be model year 2014 

or later. Starting in the year 2022, all heavy-duty 
haul trucks should also meet CARB's lowest 
optional low-NOx standard. 

Construction emissions are mitigated to below 
SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, mitigation 

requiring heavy-duty construction trucks to be 
model year 2014 is not required. 

Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that require tenants to use the 
cleanest technologies available, and to provide the 

necessary infrastructure to support zero-emission 
vehicles and equipment that will be operating 

onsite. 

See PDF AQ-2, PDF AQ-4, PDF AQ-6, PDF AQ-7, 
PDF AQ-8, PDF AQ-9, and PDF AQ-10 on DEIR 
pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-23, as well as 

MM AQ-4, and MM AQ-6 on DEIR pages 4.2-40 
through 4.2-41. 

Include contractual language in tenant lease 
agreements that requires all loading/unloading 

docks and trailer spaces be equipped with 
electrical hookups for trucks with transport 

refrigeration units (TRU) or auxiliary power units 

As noted in the DEIR Project Description 
(page 3-4) and PDF AQ-1, the Project does not 

include cold storage. Additionally, cold storage 
is not an allowed use for the site in the Specific 

Plan, which establishes the uses and 
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(APU). This will eliminate the amount of time that 
a TRU powered by a fossil-fueled internal 

combustion engine can operate from within the 
Project site. Use of zero-emission all-electric plug-

in TRUs, hydrogen fuel cell transport refrigeration, 
and cryogenic transport refrigeration are 

encouraged and can also be included in lease 
agreements. 

development standards for the Project. As the 
Project would not include cold storage, it would 

not include TRUs. 

Include contractual language in tenant lease 

agreements that requires the tenant be in, and 
monitor compliance with, all current air quality 

regulations for on-road trucks including CARB's 
Heavy-Duty (Tractor-Trailer) Greenhouse Gas 
Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection Program 

(PSIP), and the Statewide Truck and Bus 
Regulation. 

See PDF AQ-9 on DEIR page 4.2-23. Operators 

and manufacturers are required to comply with 
these regulations. CARB’s Tractor-Trailer 

Greenhouse Gas Regulation reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions by improving the 
aerodynamic performance and reducing the 

rolling resistance of tractor-trailers. CARB’s 
Advanced Clean Trucks regulation is a 

manufacturer’s ZEV sales requirement and a 
one-time reporting requirement for large 

entities and fleets. The Periodic Smoke 
Inspection Program (PSIP) is CARB's heavy-duty 

vehicle inspection program for in-use trucks 
and buses that includes roadside testing by 

CARB. The Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation 
requires fleets to upgrade to 2010 or newer 

model year engines by January 1, 2023. The 
suggested additional mitigation measures are 

already State regulation (i.e., mandatory). As 
such these measures are essentially part of the 
Project; and therefore, are not mitigation under 

CEQA. 

Since no cold storage operations are planned, 
include contractual language and permit 

conditions that prohibit cold storage operations 
unless a health risk assessment is conducted, and 

the health impacts mitigated. 

cold storage is not an allowed use for the site in 
the Specific Plan, which establishes the uses 

and development standards for the Project. 
Therefore, cold storage cannot be added 

without additional environmental review and 
approvals. 

And while the Project has committed to covering 

one-quarter of its rooftop with solar to cover the 
Project’s needs, the Project should also consider 

additional rooftop solar panels, with a capacity 
that matches the maximum allowed for distributed 

solar connections to the grid 

See SC AQ-4 (DEIR page 4.2-37) and MM GHG-1 

(DEIR page 4.2-39). MM GHG-1 requires the 
Project to provide 100 percent of the building 

load and the plug-load with on-site renewable 
energy (i.e., photovoltaic panels). The 

mitigation measure inaccurately notes that the 
Project has committed to covering one-quarter 

of its rooftop with solar. 

O6-40 Commented noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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O6-41 Chapter 17.20 of the Beaumont Municipal Code establishes a No Net Loss Program, whereby 

concurrent with the approval of any change in zone from a residential use to a less intensive 

use, a density bonus will become available to project applicants subsequently seeking to 

develop property for residential use within the City.  

O6-42 Commented noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter O7 – Blum Collins & Ho, LLP., Attorneys at Law 

Gary Ho  
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Responses to Comment Letter O7 – Blum Collins & Ho, LLP., Attorneys at Law 

Gary Ho  

O7-1 Comment noted. The City will put the commentor(s) on the Project’s distribution list for any 

future communications pertaining to the Project.  

O7-2 This comment is a summary of the proposed Project. No further response is warranted.   

O7-3 Section 3.0, Project Description, of the DEIR includes a detailed description of the Project 

including site plans, street sections, land use plans and preliminary grading.  The grading plans 

include grading contours with elevations which are all standard and customary for a DEIR.   

O7-4 Commentor raises concern that the Specific Plan is not included in the DEIR, specifically so they 

can review the development standards. Section 3.9 of the DEIR includes a summary of the 

Development Plan that includes land sues and development standards including building 

heights, FAR, etc. 

O7-5 A list of development projects within the cumulative study area were identified and are 

presented in Table 4-1. The list includes past projects, projects under construction and 

approved, and pending projects that are anticipated to be either under construction or 

operational by the time of the completion of the proposed project. Because the area within 

which a cumulative effect can occur varies by resource area, for the purpose of this analysis, 

the geographic scope also varies according to the resource being evaluated. There is no 

requirement to depict the cumulative projects via an exhibit. The City has instead opted to 

provide the data in a table format. 

The omission of the Potrero Logistics Center Project on Table 4-1 was an error. However, due 

to the location of the Potrero Logistics Center project in relation to the proposed Project, no 

additional or greater impacts to study intersection impacts or other related impacts would 

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

O7-6 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

O7-7 The first sentence states that the EIR does not include for analysis relevant environmental 

justice issues in reviewing potential impacts, including cumulative impacts from the proposed 

project. This is especially significant as the surrounding community is highly burdened by 

pollution. This is incorrect. The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed Project’s 

cumulative impacts in Section 4.1, Aesthetics through Section 4.18, Wildfire. More 

specifically, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed Project’s impacts concerning 

air quality, transportation, and hazards and hazardous materials in Section 4.2, Air Quality, 

Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.15, Transportation, respectfully.  
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The comment notes that the Project is adjacent to a census tract (6065043811)8, which is 

designated as a SB 535 Disadvantaged Community. In fact, the Project is located more than 3 

miles from this census tract according to the OEHHA SB 535 mapping. It should be noted that 

SB 535 does not include project specific requirements or prohibit developments in proximity 

to the designated communities.  

SB 535 directs 25 percent of the proceeds from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (i.e., funds 

from the AB 32 cap-and-trade program) to go to projects that provide a benefit to 

disadvantaged communities (as identified by the OEHHA mapping).  As noted throughout this 

Final EIR, an HRA was prepared for the Project and quantified risk levels at nearby sensitive 

receptors and determined that impacts would be less than significant.  

O7-8 Refer to response to comment O7-7 above. 

O7-9 The comment states that the DEIR did not used an approved energy compliance modeling 

software to calculate energy demand for the Project, citing that CalEEMod is not listed as 

approved software. The energy analysis presented in the DEIR is for purposes of estimating 

Project demand. The analysis included in the DEIR is not intended to demonstrated compliance 

with the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Therefore, the energy analysis does not 

need to be redone using either CBECC-Com, EnergyPro, or IES Ve and the DEIR does not need 

to be recirculated. 

O7-10 The commenter does not agree that the Project is consistent with SCAG RTP/SCS Goal 2: 

Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods based on the 

Project’s significant and unavoidable impact on transportation/VMT. However, the proposed 

Project includes numerous mitigation measures and design features that would reduce 

emissions; refer to DEIR pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-24, pages 4.2-38 through 4.2-41, pages 4.7-

29 through 4.7-31, and pages 4.7-39 through 4.7-40. Mitigation Measure MM AQ-3 requires 

the implementation of a transportation demand management (TDM) program. The TDM will 

detail potential strategies that would reduce the use of single occupancy vehicles by increasing 

the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool, and transit. The Project’s location in 

proximity to existing transit routes supports SCAG’s goal by providing an accessible workplace 

for employees who choose to use transit. The Project’s significant impact with regard to VMT 

is not relevant in determining accessibility and use of transit.   

O7-11 The comment inaccurately states that the DEIR states that, the Project will impede the SCAG 

region’s ability to enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the  regional 

transportation system because it will result in significant and unavoidable cumulatively 

considerable impacts to Transportation/VMT.” 

 As noted in the cumulative impact section of DEIR Section 4.15, Transportation, the Project 

would not result in significant traffic related impacts resulting from conflicts with 

transportation plans or policies and is consistent with all applicable General Plan policies such 

as working with Caltrans, making needed roadway improvements,  payment of TUMF fee or 

 
8 https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535 
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fair share contribution etc. Furthermore, according to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City 

of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the 

Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve 

traffic operations. 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp. 

Although not a regional transportation project, the Project would support SCAG’s RTP/SCS Goal 

3. 

O7-12 The City respectfully disagrees with the comment. The Project is not a regional transportation 

project and therefore doesn’t dictate the City’s and Caltrans potential improvements on to the 

regional system. Furthermore, the comment states because of the EIR’s determination that 

the Project will have significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable impacts to Air 

Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation/VMT, the proposed project is directly 

inconsistent with Goal 7 to adapt to a changing climate.  This is also incorrect. The air quality, 

health risk, and greenhouse gas emissions assessments, and traffic impact analysis reports 

prepared for the Project were prepared in accordance with applicable state and/or regional 

thresholds. Additionally, any updates to the air quality, health risk, GHG assessment and VMT 

analysis and/or DEIR document would not change the findings or conclusions of the impacts 

as significant and unavoidable. 

O7-13 The City agrees with this comment. See Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR for these changes. 

However, also note that removal of farmland of local importance is not considered a significant 

impact under CEQA and therefore, does not make the proposed Project’s agriculture and 

forestry impact analysis inadequate.  

O7-14 Refer to response to comment O3-100. The commenter notes that RTP/SCS Goal 5 is to reduce 

GHG emissions and improve air quality. The proposed Project includes numerous mitigation 

measures and design features that would reduce emissions; refer to DEIR pages 4.2-22 through 

4.2-24, pages 4.2-38 through 4.2-41, pages 4.7-29 through 4.7-31, and pages 4.7-39 through 

4.7-40. These include implementation of a TDM program to reduce vehicle trips, charging 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-304 

stations and infrastructure to support future electric vehicle demand to reduce mobile 

emissions, prohibiting idling when engines are not in use, including signage to report violations, 

incentives for using cleaner operating trucks, facilitate compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2035, 

requiring renewable energy, achieving CalGreen Tier 2 energy efficiency standards, diverting 

solid waste, and using electric landscape equipment. The Project’s exceedance of thresholds 

are primarily due to the size of the Project and not the lack of reduction measures. The 

implementation of the various mitigation measures noted above and design features would 

ensure emissions are reduced consistent with 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 5. 

O7-15 As noted on DEIR page 4.7-48, although the Project exceeds regional thresholds for criteria 

pollutants, the Project’s Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) would be less than significant 

(refer to DEIR pages 4.2-42 through 4.2-46) and health risk impacts would be less than 

significant (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55), which indicates that the regional 

increases shown in DEIR Tables 4.2-10 through 4.2-14 are over counting truck emissions since 

not all these trips are in reality new to the air basin. Additionally, the Project would incorporate 

PDF AQ-2 (electric cargo handling equipment) and MM AQ-1 (4 construction equipment) that 

would also reduce localized impacts. The reduction of localized emissions would support 

healthy and equitable communities.  

O7-16 As discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning  of the DEIR, CEQA requires that an EIR 

consider whether a Project would conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation (including, but not limited to a general plan, specific plan, or zoning ordinance) that 

was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effect(s). This 

environmental determination differs from the larger policy determination of whether a 

proposed Project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s general plan. The broader general plan 

consistency determination considers all evidence in the record concerning the Project 

characteristics, its desirability, as well as its economic, social, and other non-environmental 

effects. Regarding plan or policy consistency, a project is evaluated in terms of whether the 

proposed site plan, project design, and/or development within a given location would 

substantially impede implementation of an adopted plan or policy resulting in a significant 

environmental effect. The mere fact that a project may be inconsistent in some manner with 

particular policies in a general plan or zoning ordinance does not, per se, amount to a 

significant environmental effect. In the context of land use and planning, significant impacts 

occur when a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the Project results in an adverse physical environmental impact.  

The Project site is presently designated as “Single Family Residential” by the General Plan. A 

new Specific Plan and a General Plan Amendment would change the property’s land use 

designation from Single Family Residential to Industrial, General Commercial, and Open Space. 

The proposed land use designations would be consistent with the proposed e‐commerce 

center, commercial area, and permanent open space uses. Because approval of the Specific 

Plan and General Plan Amendment are part of the overall Project approvals, it is appropriate 

to measure consistency with the General Plan with these Project components in mind. As such, 

the conclusion in the DEIR is correct.   
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O7-17 Refer to response to comment O7-16 above. 

O7-18 The Project’s inconsistencies with the AQMP and California’s statewide GHG reduction goals 

were thoroughly discussed in their appropriate impact analysis threshold within Section 4.2, 

Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the DEIR. 

O7-19 Refer to Reponses to Comments O7-10 through O7-15. The commenter incorrectly states that 

the Project would but inconsistent with the SCAG 2020-2025 RTP/SCS.  

O7-20 Although the Project’s potential employment is forecasted to represent a significant portion 

of SCAG’s forecasted employment for the City, this does not constitute a significant impact 

according to CEQA. The City is considered housing-rich and in need for employment 

opportunities as the City has a high unemployment rate and a majority of C ity residents 

commute outside the City for work. 

O7-21 The commenter is incorrect and the proposed Project’s impact to population and housing does 

not require the Project quantify all employees generated by all other non-residential projects 

to determine a project-level impact concerning population and housing. As stated in DEIR 

Section 4.12, Population and Housing, the Project would not result in cumulative citywide or 

countywide population and housing impacts, since the Project would be adequately served by 

the regional and local workforce and improve SCAG’s job-housing balance for the region, 

without necessitating additional housing. Furthermore, the Project’s potential employment 

opportunities would provide much needed employment within the City and support the City’s 

pursuit in a more balanced jobs-housing ratio. 

O7-22 The City respectfully disagrees with the comment. Refer to response to comment O3-21 above. 

The information in Table 4.12-7 is correct and accurately depicts the Project’s employment, 

household, and jobs-housing ration versus SCAG’s demographic data for the City and County.  

O7-23 Upon approval of the General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan would make the proposed 

Project consistent with the General Plan. 

O7-24 The commenter claims that the DEIR does not provide specific information regarding 

commutes and that construction jobs generated by the Project would potentially lead to the 

relocation of construction employees to the City. As discussed in Appendix K of the DEIR, the 

RivTAM tool was used to calculate VMT for the Project. The RivTAM model considers the 

interaction between different land uses based on socio-economic data such as population, 

households, and employment. The suggested updates to the VMT analysis and/or DEIR 

document would not change the findings or conclusions of the transportation/VMT impact as 

significant and unavoidable. 

Regarding the relocation of construction employees to the City, construction activities would 

not result in direct generation of population growth. Construction activities are short term in 

nature and construction workers would go from one job to another and typically live and work 

within the same region. 
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O7-25 Chapter 17.20 of the Beaumont Municipal Code establishes a No Net Loss Program, whereby 

concurrent with the approval of any change in zone from a residential use to a less intensive 

use, a density bonus will become available to project applicants subsequently seeking to 

develop property for residential use within the City.  

O7-26 See response to comment O7-25 above.  

O7-27 The proposed project is consistent with the ITE description for ITE High-Cube Short-Term 

Storage Warehouse for Buildings 1 and 2, and ITE Warehouse for Building 3. High-Cube 

Fulfillment Center Warehouse and High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse uses are not proposed.  

O7-28 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (a) states “For the purposes of this section 

‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to 

a project.” The OPR 2018 Technical Advisory clarifies the definition of the term automobile. 

O7-29 The suggested updates to the VMT analysis and/or DEIR document would not change the 

findings or conclusions of the transportation/VMT impact as significant and unavoidable.  

O7-30 This is already discussed on page 5-4 of Section 5.0, Other CEQA Considerations.  

O7-31 Refer to response to comment O7-21 above.  

O7-32 Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR that reflects the changes. 

O7-33 Section 6.0 of the DEIR includes a detailed analysis of the Project alternatives as required by 

CEQA. The analysis concludes that the reduced intensity alternative would reduce some of the 

potentially significant impacts, but it does not reduce any significant impacts to below a level 

of significant. Put another way, the reduced density alternative will not reduce any of the 

significant impacts and does not meet the Project objectives so was dismissed.  

O7-34 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G1 – Sonny Lee 
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Responses to Comment Letter G1 – Sonny Lee 

G1-1 Comment noted. This comment acknowledges the receipt of the Notice of Availability for the 

DEIR. 
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Comment Letter G2 – Mary Daniel 
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Responses to Comment Letter G2 – Mary Daniel 

G2-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G2-2 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-3 As discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR, CEQA requires that an EIR 

consider whether a Project would conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation (including, but not limited to a general plan, specific plan, or zoning ordinance) that 

was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effect(s). This 

environmental determination differs from the larger policy determination of whether a 

proposed Project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s general plan. The broader general plan 

consistency determination considers all evidence in the record concerning the Project 

characteristics, its desirability, as well as its economic, social, and other non-environmental 

effects. Regarding plan or policy consistency, a project is evaluated in terms of whether the 

proposed site plan, project design, and/or development within a given location would 

substantially impede implementation of an adopted plan or policy resulting in a significant 

environmental effect. The mere fact that a project may be inconsistent in some manner with 

particular policies in a general plan or zoning ordinance does not, per se, amount to a 

significant environmental effect. In the context of land use and planning, significant impacts 

occur when a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the Project results in an adverse physical environmental impact.   

The Project site is presently designated as “Single Family Residential” by the General Plan. A 

new Specific Plan and a General Plan Amendment would change the property’s land use 

designation from Single Family Residential to Industrial, General Commercial, and Open Space. 

The proposed land use designations would be consistent with the proposed e‐commerce 

center, commercial area, and permanent open space uses. Because approval of the Specific 

Plan and General Plan Amendment are part of the overall Project approvals, it is appropriate 

to measure consistency with the General Plan with these Project components in mind. As such, 

the conclusion in the DEIR is correct. 

G2-4 Comment noted. Refer to response to comment G2-3, above. 

G2-5 The City respectfully disagrees with the commentor. On September 26, 2006, City Planning 

Commission (Commission) held a public hearing on the Sunny‐Cal Specific Plan, North 

Brookside Community Plan, Sphere of Influence Amendment, and Annexation to the City. After 

the conclusion of the public testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing and 

continued the Project to November 14, 2006, at which time the Commission requested 

refinements to the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan and took action to recommend City Council 

approval of the Project.  
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On July 17, 2007, the City Council held a public hearing on the Project. At the conclusion of the 

public testimony, the City Council closed the public hearing and after consideration of the 

Project, requested elimination of the North Brookside Community Plan component of the 

Project and a revision to the Sphere of Influence Amendment to include only that territory 

within the boundaries of the Sunny‐Cal Specific Plan area. The approved 2007 Sunny‐Cal 

Specific Plan document incorporated the City Council’s direction.  

The previous Project Applicant for the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan never moved forward with the 

development of the Sunny-Cal project even though they had approvals to do so. As such, the 

property was sold and the current Project Applicant has submitted an application for a new 

specific plan.  

Adoption of the proposed Specific Plan (SP2021-0005) is a discretionary action subject to City 

Council approval. Adopted by Ordinance, the Specific Plan document will serve both planning 

and regulatory functions. This document contains the development standards and procedures 

necessary to fulfill these purposes, and would replace the existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The 

proposed Specific Plan would implement the City’s General Plan as amended. The Specific Plan 

would be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council and would be adopted by 

Ordinance and would become the zoning for the Project. 

G2-6 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-7 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzed and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project.  

Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA. The DEIR includes a full 

discussion of all required impacts, as required by CEQA. 

G2-8 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. The 

comment restates the impact determination regarding cumulative air pollutant emissions 

impacts. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise 

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

G2-9 Comment noted. This comment summarizes the commenter’s views on the increase in vehicle 

trips and opines that feasible mitigation includes denying the Project. The comment does not 

raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, 

no further response is necessary. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzed and 

discloses all air quality impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  

Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to 

Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project 

would not have an adverse impact on surrounding residents.  
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G2-10 This comment states that truck emissions would be detrimental to human health and that 

current legislation in California prohibits warehouse use within 1,000 feet of a residential use. 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted pursuant to the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) Health Risk Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from 

Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions, the SCAQMD Risk Assessment Procedures, and guidance 

from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (Refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Results of the HRA indicate that construction and operation of the Project would not result in 

significant caner or non-cancer risks (refer to DEIR pages 4.2-50 through 4.2-55 and DEIR 

Appendix B, Table 8). With regard to California legislation prohibiting the citing of warehouse 

uses within 1,000 feet of residential use, this legislation is pending and has not been 

promulgated. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or 

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

G2-11 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. The 

comment restates the description and effects of diesel particulate matter (DPM). The 

comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA 

issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

G2-12 As discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the baseline conditions and impact 

analyses are based on review of Project maps and drawings; analysis of aerial and ground‐level 

photographs; and review of various data available in public records, including local planning 

documents (inclusive of the General Plan). The determination that a Project component will or 

will not result in “substantial” adverse effects on land use and planning standards considers 

the available policies and regulations established by local and regional agencies and the 

amount of deviation from these policies in the Project’s components.  The proposed Project 

would be consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map; therefore, it would be 

consistent with all goals, policies, within the Beaumont GP upon Project approval. As such, 

inconsistency with City land use plans and regulations and the creation of environmental 

effects from Project implementation would be less than significant. 

A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B 

of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not 

have an adverse impact on surrounding residents. As discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, 

localized construction and operational emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD 

localized thresholds. In addition, the results of the HRA indicate that the Project would not 

result in significant cancer or non-cancer risks. Therefore, the Project would not produce 

localized air pollution in a way that would impact existing air quality-sensitive receptors. The 

comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA 

issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

G2-13 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. The 

comment restates that the Project would be inconsistent with the AQMP. The comment does 

not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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G2-14 As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR, ozone concentrations are dependent upon 

a variety of complex factors, including the presence of sunlight and precursor pollutants, 

natural topography, nearby structures that cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, 

and wind patterns. Because of the complexities of predicting ground-level ozone 

concentrations in relation to the NAAQS and CAAQS, none of the health-related information 

can be directly correlated to the pounds/day or tons/year of emissions estimated from a single, 

proposed project. It should also be noted that this analysis identifies health concerns related 

to particulate matter, CO, O3, and NO2. Table 4.2-1 of the DEIR includes a list of criteria 

pollutants and summarizes common sources and effects. Thus, this analysis is reasonable and 

intended to foster informed decision making. This is standard industry practice. 

G2-15 This comment is a quote from the DEIR. The comment restates the significance determination 

with regards to GHG emissions. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 

of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

G2-16 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the City’s inability to control on-road motor 

vehicle emissions. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-17 This comment is a quote from the DEIR. The comment restates the potential health effects of 

community noise. Section 4.11, Noise of the DEIR, noise associated with construction activity 

would be limited to the hours between 6:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. during the months of June 

through September and between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. during the months of October 

through May, pursuant to City Municipal Code § 9.02.111. In addition, no sounds would exceed 

55 dBA for intervals of more than 15 minutes per hour as measured in the interior of the 

nearest occupied residence or school. As shown in Table 4.11-10, project construction would 

not exceed the Federal Transit Administration’s noise threshold as noise levels would not 

exceed 70 dBA, interior noise levels would attenuate to 55 dBA or less 

(conservatively assuming 15 dBA outdoor to indoor noise reduction with windows open). 

Therefore, noise levels when measured in the interior of the nearest occupied residence would 

not exceed the City’s threshold of 55 dBA at any time and impacts would be less than 

significant. Lastly, concerning operational noise, Tables 4.11-13 through 4.11-15, concluded 

that the Project at Project buildout (2027) and Project horizon year (2040) would not create 

significant noise impacts. Refer to Section 4.11, Noise for more information. 

G2-18 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the subjectivity of noise and the noise from 

semi-trucks.  The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or 

raise any other CEQA issue. Refer to response G2-17 and Section 4.11, Noise for more 

information.  

G2-19 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the potential cumulative traffic noise 

impact resulting from operation of the Project and other projects in the vicinity. The comment 

does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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G2-20 The comment summarizes the commenters view of the City’s  responsibility to protect the 

health and welfare of its citizens with respect to noise. The comment does not raise a specific 

issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

G2-21 Comment noted. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-22 Comment noted. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-23 Comment noted. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-24 Comment noted. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-25 Comment noted. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR 

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

G2-26 The BCVWD 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) discusses the Beaumont Basin and 

the Project WSA addresses the UWMP and addresses the current condition of water supply 

and known future projects. 

G2-27 The BCVWD 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) discusses the Beaumont Basin and 

the Project WSA addresses the UWMP and addresses the current condition of water supply 

and known future projects. 

G2-28 The supply of recycled water is related to drainage or stormwater quality. The Project has an 

approved Hydrology Report and Water Quality Management Plan.  

G2-29 The Project has made provisions to use recycled water once available via the City’s recycled 

water system. 

G2-30 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-31 Under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly-

valued landscape for the benefit of the public. The Beaumont GP does not designate any scenic 

vistas near the Project site or in the City. Although no area within the City is officially 

designated as a scenic vista, the City is situated at a half-mile elevation in the County’s The 

Pass Area Plan, south of southern California’s highest peak, San Gorgonio Mountain, and north 

of San Jacinto Peak which provide the most prominent views from the City.   Because there are 

no scenic vistas on the Project site or in the vicinity of the Project site and the implementation 

of the Project would not obstruct views of the scenic vistas provided by the San Bernardino 



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to DEIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-338 

Mountains and the San Jacinto Mountains from any publicly accessible point outside of the 

Project site, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  

G2-32 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-33 Refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare of the DEIR. As noted in Section 4.1, all 

aesthetics impacts were deemed to be less than significant.  

G2-34 As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project includes the following approvals:  

Specific Plan Adoption. SP2021-0005 

Adoption of the proposed Specific Plan is a discretionary action subject to City Council 

approval. Adopted by Ordinance, the Specific Plan document will serve both planning and 

regulatory functions. This document contains the development standards and procedures 

necessary to fulfill these purposes, and would replace the existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The 

proposed Specific Plan would implement the City’s General Plan as amended. The Specific Plan 

would be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council and would be adopted by 

Ordinance and would become the zoning for the Project. 

General Plan Amendment No. PLAN2021-0656 

The Project site is presently designated as “Single Family Residential” by the General Plan. A 

General Plan Amendment would change the property’s land use designation from Single Family 

Residential to Industrial, General Commercial, and Open Space. The proposed land use 

designations would be consistent with the proposed e‐commerce center, commercial area, 

and permanent open space uses. 

Tentative Parcel Map No. PM2021-0009 

The Specific Plan area is comprised of several parcels. The Project includes a Tentative Parcel 

Map (TPM) to create five legal development parcels and would dedicate the rights -of-way for 

utility easements, if required by the City. 

Plot Plan/Site Plan (Plot Plan) No. PP2021-0388 

Three separate Plot Plans for the Project, consisting of an e-commerce project with three 

proposed structures, parking, landscaping, drainage facilities, and new and driveways is 

proposed. A separate Plot Plan/Site Plan will be required for each building area within the 

Specific Plan. Statutory Development Agreement 

A statutory development agreement, authorized pursuant to California Government Code § 

65864 et seq., may be processed concurrently with the approval of this Specific Plan. The 

development agreement would include, among other items, the term of entitlements and any 

provisions for off‐site improvements if applicable. Ministerial actions that follow the initial 

approvals include the following: 

• Grading Plans/Permits 

• Improvement Plans 
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• Final Map review and approval (City), recordation (County) 

• Jurisdictional Permits (if required by agencies) 

With the approvals listed above, the Project would be consistent with the General Plan and 

Zoning Map. 

Additionally, to further reduce changes in the visual environment, the Project would 

incorporate perimeter landscaping, trees, and ground covers to visually buffer the structures. 

For this reason, it is anticipated that implementation of the commercial and e-commerce uses 

would not degrade the visual characteristics that are already considered low. Impacts in this 

regard would be less than significant. The Project also proposes to preserve a total of 30.6 

acres of permanent open space within planning area 3 to ensure that adjacent uses are 

adequately separated from the Project. 

G2-35 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-36 Pursuant to PRC 21100 and in accordance with the guidance in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, the 

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

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

§15124(b), while avoiding or lessening impacts. The Project Applicant cannot propose to 

develop a project on parcel(s) that they do not own or control. See DEIR Section 6.0 for a 

discussion of alternatives considered.  

G2-37 Refer to response to comment G2-31, above. 

G2-38 The DEIR fully analyzes and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including 

transportation related impacts. Refer to Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 

information. 

G2-39 This text is taken directly from the DEIR, as the commentor notes in Comment G2-1. 

G2-40 Comment noted. Refer to DEIR Section 6.0 for a discussion of alternatives considered for 

additional analysis.  

G2-41 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G2-42 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G2-43 Comment noted. The City communicated with the commentor that Appendix L was provided 

on the City’s website. Additionally, hard copies of the DEIR and appendices are located at City 

Hall, and on State Clearinghouse’s website located at 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021090378/2
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G2-44 Refer to response to comment G2-43, above.  

G2-45 Refer to response to comment G2-43, above.  

G2-46 Refer to response to comment G2-43, above.  

G2-47 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G2-48 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G3 – Allan Lovelace 
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Responses to Comment Letter G3 – Allan Lovelace 

G3-1 Comment noted. 

G3-2 A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the proposed Project.  The WSA 

determined that there are adequate water supplies to service the Project. Refer to Appendix I 

for additional information. 

G3-3 The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air 

quality impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for additional information.  

G3-4 Comment noted. Refer to responses to comments G3-2 and G3-3, above, for additional 

information regarding water supply and air quality impacts related to the Project.  
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Comment Letter G4 – Gayla Faux 
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Responses to Comment Letter G4 – Gayla Faux 

G4-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G5 – Dolores Weitz 
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Responses to Comment Letter G5 – Dolores Weitz 

G5-1 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter G6 – Pablo Soto 
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Responses to Comment Letter G6 – Pablo Soto 

G6-1 The commentor is correct, in that the Project does include a warehouse component. More 

specifically, the Project is proposed as follows: 

Planning Area 1 (Parcels 1, 2, and 3) is proposed to be developed with three separate e-

commerce/warehouse buildings with supporting office, as follows: 

• Building 1: 985,860 square feet  

• Building 2: 1,213,235 square feet 

• Building 3: 358,370 square feet  

Planning Area 2 (Parcel 4) would include the development of up to 150,000 square feet of 

commercial uses and would be developed as part of Phase 2, as follows: 

• Hotel: 100,000 square feet 

• General Retail: 25,000 square feet 

• Food Uses: 25,000 square feet 

Planning Area 3 (Parcel 5) would remain as permanent open space. 

Lastly, the distance between the Project and Beaumont City Hall is irrelevant as it pertains to 

approval/disapproval of the Project. The Project is located in a semi-rural area of Beaumont, 

adjacent unincorporated Riverside County. Development associated with the Project is not 

located directly adjacent to any residential neighborhoods. 

G6-2 Please consider that 100’s of man hours were spent thoroughly evaluating the potential 

impacts associated with 18 environmental resources areas for the Project. 

Traffic/transportation impacts are evaluated in DEIR Section 4.15 and noise impacts are 

evaluated in DEIR Section 4.11.  

Also note that traffic (diesel) circulation associated with the Project would predominantly 

occur between the Project site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. Traffic 

(diesel) associated with the Project would not frequent Brookside Avenue, as the Project is not 

accessible via Brookside Avenue, nor is there a fully functional interchange at I -10 and 

Brookside Avenue. Refer to Section 3.0, Project Description and Section 4.15, Transportation 

of the DEIR which discusses the Project’s circulation system and recommended improvements.  

Additionally, refer to page 4.15-19 of the DEIR for more information which describes the 

Project site access improvements.  Project traffic would not overrun roadways associated with 

residential neighborhoods. Lastly, permanent open space would separate the Project from 

Stetson to the south. 

G6-3 Comment noted. Mr. Soto will remain on the Project distribution list for any future 

communications pertaining to the Project.  
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Comment Letter G7 – Steve Mehlman 
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Responses to Comment Letter G7 – Steve Mehlman 

G7-1 The name of the Project Applicant, as presented in the Notice of Availability, is Exeter Cherry 

Valley Land, LLC. 

G7-2 The Project would be presented to the City Council and the Planning Commission at hearings, 

on dates yet to be determined, following the close of the comment period, June 6, 2022.  

G7-3 Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2: Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

G7-4 According to Attachments B-1 and B-2 of the Project’s Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K), the 

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage proposed use would generate 493 truck trips 

daily, and the Warehousing proposed use would generate 166 truck trips daily.  

G7-5 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Additionally, development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to 

Solera/Oak Valley Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, 

and permanent open space.  
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Comment Letter G8 – Richard Hobson 
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Responses to Comment Letter G8 – Richard Hobson 

G8-1 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G8-2 This comment addresses the method in which emissions increases is measured. Increases in 

emissions attributed to the Project have been estimated and summarized in Section 4.2 of the 

DEIR. With regard to air pollution monitoring stations within the vicinity of the Project, the 

nearest monitoring station is the Banning Airport Monitoring Station located approximately 

9.5 miles to the southeast of the site. A summary of pollutant concentrations from the years 

2018, 2019, and 2020 is included in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. The comment does not raise a 

specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. 

G8-3 See response to comment G8-2.  
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Comment Letter G9 – Eugene De Fouw 
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Responses to Comment Letter G9 – Eugene DeFouw 

G9-1 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G9-2 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G9-3 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G9-4 Traffic circulation associated with the Project would predominantly occur between the Project 

site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. Traffic associated with the Project 

would not frequent Brookside Avenue, as the Project is not accessible via Brookside Avenue, 

nor is there a fully functional interchange at I-10 and Brookside Avenue. Refer to Section 4.11, 

Transportation, page 4.15-19 for more information which describes the Project site access 

improvements. Furthermore, Planning Area 3 would be preserved as permanent open space.  

According to DEIR Exhibit 3.0-6: Conceptual Site Plan, the Project could add 425 dock doors. 

However, this conceptual site plan is shown for illustrative purposes as one potential layout. 

Final site planning will be provided as part of implementing project site plan review submittals 

G9-5 According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 
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The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

G9-6 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G9-7  This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a  

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G10 – Carol Marquez 
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Responses to Comment Letter G10 – Carol Marquez 

G10-1 Comment noted. 

G10-2 Visual impact were evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR and were found to be less 

than significant. 

G10-3 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter G11 – Kathleen Schneider 
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Responses to Comment Letter G11 – Kathleen Schneider 

G11-1 Comment noted. Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; noise and 

vibration impacts are assessed in Section 4.11, Noise; and transportation impacts in 

Section 4.15, Transportation. 

Noise impacts would be less than significant with the exception of cumulative off-site traffic 

noise along Cherry Valley Boulevard (from Project access to Hannon Road, from Hannon Road 

to Union Street, and from Union Street to Nancy Avenue). Cumulative traffic noise impacts 

would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local roadways due to buildout of the 

Project and other projects in the vicinity. 

See DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study for recommended roadway improvements; I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange improvements; site adjacent roadway improvements; and site 

access improvements. 
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Comment Letter G12 – Rodger Thompson 
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Responses to Comment Letter G12 – Rodger Thompson 

G12-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G12-2 Permanent open space and undeveloped land would separate the Project from Stetson to the 

south. Visual impact were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and were found to be less 

than significant. Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values 

of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, 

your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G12-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G13 – Linda Amarante 
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Responses to Comment Letter G13 – Linda Amarante 

G13-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Permanent open space and undeveloped land would separate the Project from Stetson to the 

south. Noise/vibration impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality and transportation 

impacts in DEIR Section 4.15, Transportation. There is no justification that the Project would 

affect the safety of the neighborhood. 

G13-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 
DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G14 – Helen Messrah 
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Responses to Comment Letter G14 – Helen Messrah 

G14-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G14-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G14-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G15 – Gerald Griffin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G15 – Gerald Griffin 

G15-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Additionally, development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to 

Solera/Oak Valley Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, 

and permanent open space. 

G15-2 According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I -10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  
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Comment Letter G16 – Mark and Audrey Larsh 
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Responses to Comment Letter G16 – Mark and Audrey Larsh 

G16-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G16-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Planning Area 2 (Parcel 4) would include the development of up to 150,000 square feet of 

commercial uses and would be developed as part of Phase 2, as follows: 

• Hotel: 100,000 square feet 

• General Retail: 25,000 square feet 

• Food Uses: 25,000 square feet 

See DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study for recommended roadway improvements; I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange improvements; site adjacent roadway improvements; and site 

access improvements. 

G16-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; noise and vibration impacts 

are assessed in Section 4.11, Noise; and transportation impacts in Section 4.15, 

Transportation. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to Solera/Oak Valley 

Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and permanent open 

space. 
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Comment Letter G17 – Patricia Skriletz 
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Responses to Comment Letter G17 – Patricia Skriletz 

G17-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I -10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   
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Comment Letter G18 – Patricia Norcutt 
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Responses to Comment Letter G18 – Patricia Norcutt 

G18-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; noise and vibration impact 

are assessed in Section 4.11, Noise; and transportation impacts in Section 4.15, 

Transportation. 

G18-2 Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

G18-3 According to Attachments B-1 and B-2 of the Project’s Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K), the 

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage proposed use would generate 493 truck trips 

daily, and the Warehousing proposed use would generate 166 truck trips daily.  

G18-4 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to Solera/Oak Valley 

Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and permanent open 

space.  
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Comment Letter G19 – John and Sandra Stearn 
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Responses to Comment Letter G19 – John and Sandra Stearn 

G19-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.   
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Comment Letter G20 – Wiltraud Dukes 
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Responses to Comment Letter G20 – Wiltraud Dukes 

G20-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

G20-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G21 – Janet Hawkesworth 
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Responses to Comment Letter G21 – Janet Hawksworth 

G21-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G22 – Lane Joel 
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Responses to Comment Letter G22 – Lane Joel 

G22-1 Development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to Solera/Oak Valley 

Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and permanent open 

space. 

Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

According to Attachments B-1 and B-2 of the Project’s Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K), the 

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage proposed use would generate 493 truck trips 

daily, and the Warehousing proposed use would generate 166 truck trips daily.  

See DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study for recommended roadway improvements; I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange improvements; site adjacent roadway improvements; and site 

access improvements. 

G22-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G22-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G23 – Kevin Trudgeon 
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Responses to Comment Letter G23 – Kevin Trudgeon 

G23-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Development associated with the Project would not be located directly adjacent to residential 

communities, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and 

permanent open space. 

Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; noise and vibration impacts 

are assessed in Section 4.11, Noise; and transportation impacts in Section 4.15, 

Transportation. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G24 – Joyce Bartholomew 
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Responses to Comment Letter G24 – Joyce Bartholomew 

G24-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G25 – Sharon Geiser 
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Responses to Comment Letter G25 – Sharon Geiser 

G25-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air 

quality impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, for additional information. 

G25-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G26 – Julio and Gwen Clementin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G26 – Julio and Gwen Clementin 

G26-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G26-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3. 

Said impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

See DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study for recommended roadway improvements; I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange improvements; site adjacent roadway improvements; and site 

access improvements. 

G26-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G27 – Penny Key 
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Responses to Comment Letter G27 – Penny Key 

G27-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G27-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G28 – Steve Rutledge 
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Responses to Comment Letter G28 – Steve Rutledge 

G28-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G28-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. 

G28-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G29 – Bettie Erickson 
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Responses to Comment Letter G29 – Bettie Erickson 

G29-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G30 – Diane Gell 
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Responses to Comment Letter G30 – Diane Gell 

G30-1 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all 

traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed Project. Additionally, evaluating whether 

or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not within the purview of 

CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment will be taken into 

consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G31 – Ronnie Zacker 
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Responses to Comment Letter G31 – Ronnie Zacker 

G31-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, fully analyzes and discloses all impacts 

associated with biological resources and habitat.  
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Comment Letter G32 – Tim Pavilian 
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Responses to Comment Letter G32 – Tim Pavilian 

G32-1 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project. Additionally, the Project would be conditioned 

to pay fair share impact fees and TUMF fees for all roadway improvements to support the 

proposed Project. Refer to Appendix K beginning on page 47 for a list of roadway 

improvements required of the proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter G33 – Michael Tulledge 
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Responses to Comment Letter G33 – Michael Tulledge 

G33-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G34 – Carol Ennis 
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Responses to Comment Letter G34 – Carol Ennis 

G34-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G35 – Albert Sanderson 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to DEIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-474 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to DEIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-475 

Responses to Comment Letter G35 – Albert Sanderson 

G35-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G35-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, fully analyzes and discloses all impacts 

associated with biological resources and habitat. Additionally, evaluating whether or not the 

introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and 

therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment will be taken into consideration 

by decision-makers. 

G35-3 Refer to response to comment G35-2, above. 

G35-4 Section 4.3, Biological Resources, fully analyzes and discloses all impacts associated with 

biological resources and habitat. Additionally, evaluating whether or not the introduction of 

warehouses lowers the values of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not 

included in the DEIR. However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-

makers. 

G35-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G36 – Phil and Carolyn Bonanno 
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Responses to Comment Letter G36 – Phil and Carolyn Bonanno 

G36-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

G36-2 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project. As identified in Section 4.15, the proposed 

Project would result in significant cumulative transportation impacts.  
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Comment Letter G37 – Cathy Frates 
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Responses to Comment Letter G37 – Cathy Frates 

G37-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G38 – Lisa and Tony Lucchesi 
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Responses to Comment Letter G38 – Lisa and Tony Lucchesi 

G38-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G38-2 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project. Additionally, the Project would be conditioned 

to pay fair share impact fees for all roadway improvements to support the proposed Project. 

Refer to Appendix K beginning on page 47 for a list of roadway improvements required of the 

proposed Project. 

G38-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G38-4 Comment noted. The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all impacts associated with both wet 

and dry utilities required of the proposed Project for both construction and operations phases.  

Refer to Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, for a full assessment of potential impacts. 

As disclosed in Section 4.17, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to either electricity and/or water supply.  

G38-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G39 – Ann C. Hasbargen 
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Responses to Comment Letter G39 – Ann C. Hasbargen 

G39-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G40 – Jonathon Lanza 
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Responses to Comment Letter G40 – Jonathon Lanza 

G40-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G40-2 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project. Additionally, the Project would be conditioned 

to pay fair share impact fees and TUMF for all roadway improvements to support the proposed 

Project. Refer to Appendix K beginning on page 47 for a list of roadway improvements required 

of the proposed Project. Additionally, as identified in Section 4.15, the proposed Project would 

result in significant cumulative transportation impacts.  

G40-3 Refer to response to comment G40-2, above. 
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Comment Letter G41 – Rafael Gutierrez 
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Responses to Comment Letter G41 – Rafael Gutierrez 

G41-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G42 – Joanna Gutierrez 
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Responses to Comment Letter G42 – Joanna Gutierrez 

G42-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G43 – Charles and Hildegard Davis 
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Responses to Comment Letter G43 – Charles and Hildegard Davis 

G43-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, fully analyzes and discloses all air quality related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project. Additionally, evaluating whether or not the 

introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and 

therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment will be taken into consideration 

by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G44 – James and Peggy Rockwell 
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Responses to Comment Letter G44 – James and Peggy Rockwell 

G44-1 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project.  

G44-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G45 – Joseph Leon 
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Responses to Comment Letter G45 – Joseph Leon 

G45-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G45-2 Comment noted. The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality and health risk impacts 

associated with development of the proposed Project. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, as well 

as Appendix A, Air Quality, and Appendix B, Health Risk Assessment, for additional 

information. As identified in the DEIR, the proposed Project would 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.  Additionally, a 

Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the 

DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an 

adverse impact on surrounding residents.  

G45-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G46 – Mel and Cecilia Irwin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G46 – Mel and Cecilia Irwin 

G46-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G46-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

G46-3 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related 

impacts associated with the proposed Project.  

G46-4 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G46-5 Noise impacts would be less than significant with the exception of cumulative off-site traffic 

noise along Cherry Valley Boulevard (from Project access to Hannon Road, from Hannon Road 

to Union Street, and from Union Street to Nancy Avenue). Cumulative traffic noise impacts 

would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local roadways due to buildout of the 

Project and other projects in the vicinity. Refer to Section 4.11, Noise, for additional 

information. 

G46-6 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G47 – George J. Newlin 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to DEIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-522 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to DEIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-523 

Responses to Comment Letter G47 – George J. Newlin 

G47-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. Additionally, see DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study for 

recommended roadway improvements; I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

improvements; site adjacent roadway improvements; and site access improvements.  
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Comment Letter G48 – Ron Bogle 
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Responses to Comment Letter G48 – Ron Bogle 

G48-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G48-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents.  

G48-3 Traffic (diesel) circulation associated with the Project would predominantly occur between the 

Project site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. Traffic (diesel) associated with 

the Project would not frequent Brookside Avenue, as the Project is not accessible via Brookside 

Avenue, nor is there a fully functional interchange at I -10 and Brookside Avenue. Refer to 

Section 3.0, Project Description and Section 4.15, Transportation of the DEIR which discusses 

the Project’s circulation system and recommended improvements. Additionally, refer to 

page 4.15-19 of the DEIR for more information which describes the Project site access 

improvements. Project traffic would not overrun roadways associated with residential 

neighborhoods. Refer to Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional information. 

G48-4 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not  

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G48-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G49 – Shirley Slick 
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Responses to Comment Letter G49 – Shirley Slick 

G49-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter G50 – Marcia Beyer-Casem 
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Responses to Comment Letter G50 – Marcia Beyer-Casem 

G50-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  

G50-2 Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and transportation impacts 

are assessed in Section 4.15, Transportation. Evaluating whether or not the introduction of 

warehouses lowers the values of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not 

included in the DEIR. However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-

makers. 
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Comment Letter G51 – Kathleen Maroste 
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Responses to Comment Letter G51 – Kathleen Maroste 

G51-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G51-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents.  

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G51-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G52 – David L. Scott 
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Responses to Comment Letter G52 – David L. Scott 

G52-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. Section 4.15, Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all 

traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed Project. As identified in Section 4.15, the 

proposed Project would result in significant cumulative transportation impacts . 
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Comment Letter G53 – Vallarie Clegg 
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Responses to Comment Letter G53 – Vallarie Clegg 

G53-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G54 – David and Mary Burke 
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Responses to Comment Letter G54 – David and Mary Burke 

G54-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents.  

G54-2 Comment noted. Air quality impacts are assessed in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; biological 

resources impacts are assessed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, noise and vibration impact 

assessed in Section 4.11, Noise; and transportation impacts in Section 4.15, Transportation. 

G54-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G55 – James Gleason 
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Responses to Comment Letter G55 – James Gleason 

G55-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G56 – Joel Sr. 
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Responses to Comment Letter G56 – Joel Sr. 

G56-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

and health risk assessment impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project 

which includes, but is not limited to, mobile emissions. Similarly, Section 4.15, Transportation 

of the DEIR, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed 

Project.  

G56-2 As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation, the DEIR analyzed the proposed Project’s 

potential to substantially increase traffic hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). As concluded 

in Impact 4.15-3 (page 4.15-22), the Project’s proposed roadway improvements, ingress and 

egress point of entries, and interior circulation system have been designed and would be 

constructed consistent with the City’s Department of Public Works Department standard 

drawings. Large heavy-duty equipment such as rollers, graders, and dump trucks, all staging 

and construction areas would have appropriate signage and standard safety protocols 

pursuant to standard construction practices. Therefore,  the proposed Project would not cause 

significant traffic safety problems. 

G56-3 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G56-4 Comment noted. Development associated with the Project has been sited away from the 

Solera/Oak Valley Greens and would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, 

and permanent open space. 
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Comment Letter G57 – Arthur Wallace 
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Responses to Comment Letter G57 – Arthur Wallace 

G57-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G57-2 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.15, Transportation which 

evaluated the proposed Project’s aesthetics, air quality, and transportation impacts. 

G57-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G57-4 The Project site is presently designated as “Single Family Residential” by the General Plan. A 

new Specific Plan and a General Plan Amendment would change the property’s land use 

designation from Single Family Residential to Industrial, General Commercial, and Open Space. 

The proposed land use designations would be consistent with the proposed e‐commerce 

center, commercial area, and permanent open space uses. 

G57-5 Refer to response G57-1 through G57-4 above. 
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Comment Letter G58 – Mike 
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Responses to Comment Letter G58 – Mike 

G58-1 Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter G59 – Lisa Mertins 
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Responses to Comment Letter G59 – Lisa Mertins 

G59-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G59-2 Refer to response G59-1. Refer to the Beaumont 2040 General Plan Update which will serve as 

the City's blueprint for future development and decision-making. 
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Comment Letter G60 – Jon Elliott 
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Responses to Comment Letter G60 – Jon Elliott 

G60-1 Refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics of the DEIR. As noted in Section 4.1, all aesthetics impacts 

were deemed to be less than significant.  

 In addition, refer to Section 4.15, Transportation. Although not required as part of CEQA, the 

Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that contains an LOS discussion; refer to 

Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is provided for informational purposes 

only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway segment – is no longer considered a 

significant impact under CEQA. The DEIR includes a full discussion of all required impacts, as 

required by CEQA. 

G60-2 According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I -10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  Thus 

roadways would be improved as part of the Project. 

G60-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G61 – Julienne LeMaster 
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Responses to Comment Letter G61 – Julienne LeMaster 

G61-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G62 – Katherine Edwards 
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Responses to Comment Letter G62 – Katherine Edwards 

G62-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G62-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

G62-3 According to Attachments B-1 and B-2 of the Project’s Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K), the 

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage proposed use would generate 493 truck trips 

daily, and the Warehousing proposed use would generate 166 truck trips daily. 

 As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation, the DEIR analyzed the proposed Project’s 

potential to substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 

or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). As concluded in 

Impact 4.15-3 (page 4.15-22), the Project’s proposed roadway improvements, ingress and 

egress point of entries, and interior circulation system have been designed and would be 

constructed consistent with the City’s Department of Public Works Department standard 

drawings. Large heavy-duty equipment such as rollers, graders, and dump trucks, all staging 

and construction areas would have appropriate signage and standard safety protocols  

pursuant to standard construction practices. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause 

significant traffic safety problems. 

G62-4 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G62-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G63 – Harry and Nadine Fieger 
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Responses to Comment Letter G63 – Harry and Nadine Fieger 

G63-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G64 – Janice Kuhn 
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Responses to Comment Letter G64 – Janice Kuhn 

G64-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G64-2 According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  Refer 

to Section 4.15, Transportation, of the DEIR which discusses the Project’s transportation-

related impacts for additional information. 

G64-3 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G65 – Sarah Godbold 
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Responses to Comment Letter G65 – Sarah Godbold 

G65-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G66 – Deborah Holley 
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Responses to Comment Letter G66 – Deborah Holley 

G66-1 Comment noted. According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with 

Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I -10)/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

 The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  Refer 

to Section 4.15, Transportation, of the DEIR which discusses the Project’s transportation-

related impacts for additional information. 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-600 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-601 

Comment Letter G67 – Mary Anne Pickett 
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Responses to Comment Letter G67 – Mary Anne Pickett 

G67-1 Comment noted. According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with 

Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

• The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

 The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution. Refer 

to Section 4.15, Transportation, of the DEIR which discusses the Project’s transportation-

related impacts for additional information. 

G67-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents 
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Comment Letter G68 – Dan Merritt 
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Responses to Comment Letter G68 – Dan Merritt 

G68-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-608 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-609 

Comment Letter G69 – Holly and Jerry Liversage 
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Responses to Comment Letter G69 – Holly and Jerry Liversage 

G69-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G70 – Russell Buckland 
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Responses to Comment Letter G70 – Russell Buckland 

G70-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G70-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G71 – Geoffrey Wilson 
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Responses to Comment Letter G71 – Geoffrey Wilson 

G71-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G71-2 Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts 

associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation and Traffic, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated 

with the proposed Project.   

Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to 

Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project 

would not have an adverse impact on surrounding residents , as further discussed in 

Section 4.2, Air Quality of the DEIR. 

G71-3 Refer to responses to G7-1 and G7-2. Furthermore, Section 4.15, Transportation of the DEIR 

(page 4.15-23) concluded that the proposed Project’s construction and operation impacts 

related to emergency access would be less than significant. 
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Comment Letter G72 – Rick Craven 
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Responses to Comment Letter G72 – Rick Craven 

G72-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR ’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G72-2 Under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly-

valued landscape for the benefit of the public. The Beaumont GP does not designate any scenic 

vistas near the Project site or in the City. Although no area within the City is officially 

designated as a scenic vista, the City is situated at a half-mile elevation in the County’s The 

Pass Area Plan, south of southern California’s highest peak, San Gorgonio Mountain, and north 

of San Jacinto Peak which provide the most prominent views from the City. Because there are 

no scenic vistas on the Project site or in the vicinity of the Project site and the implementation 

of the Project would not obstruct views of the scenic vistas provided by the San Bernardino 

Mountains and the San Jacinto Mountains from any publicly accessible point outside of the 

Project site, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  

Additionally, the Project would retain 30.6 acres of permanent open space that would serve as 

a buffer to the residential uses to the south. 

G72-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-624 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-625 

Comment Letter G73 – Fran Krieger 
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Responses to Comment Letter G73 – Fran Krieger 

G73-1 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Section 4.2, Air 

Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts associated with the 

development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared 

for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment 

determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on surrounding 

residents. Refer to Section 4.2 for more information. 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-628 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-629 

Comment Letter G74 – Debbie Connor 
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Responses to Comment Letter G74 – Debbie Connor 

G74-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G75 – Susan Cunningham 
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Responses to Comment Letter G75 – Susan Cunningham 

G75-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G76 – Cindi Deats 
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Responses to Comment Letter G76 – Cindi Deats 

G76-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G76-2 Traffic circulation associated with the Project would predominantly occur between the Project 

site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic 

Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct 

the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve 

traffic operations. 

• The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

G76-3 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision makers. According to DEIR 

Appendix K, Traffic Study, the cumulative projects in the area were obtained from previously 

approved traffic studies in the area. Trip generation estimates for the cumulative projects were 

obtained from traffic studies, where available; and were developed by Kimley-Horn if approved 

traffic studies were not available. 

G76-4 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G76-5 Refer to response G76-2. 

G76-6 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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G76-7 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G77 – Barbara Searcy 
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Responses to Comment Letter G77 – Barbara Searcy 

G77-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G78 – Laura Ramirez 
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Responses to Comment Letter G78 – Laura Ramirez 

G78-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G79 – Gregory and Deborah Chamberlin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G79 – Gregory and Deborah Chamberlin 

G79-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

Additionally, development associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to 

Solera/Oak Valley Greens, but would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, 

and permanent open space.  
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Comment Letter G80 – Jerry and Gladi Wilmes 
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Responses to Comment Letter G80 – Jerry and Gladi Wilmes 

G80-1 Comment noted. This is a summary of the significant and unavoidable impacts listed in 

Section 1.0, Executive Summary. 

G80-2 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. The DEIR fully analyzed and 

disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including but not limited to, air quality, noise, 

greenhouse gases, and transportation related impacts. Refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality, 

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 4.11, Noise, and Section 4.15, Transportation 

of the DEIR for more information. 

G80-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Refer to 

Section 4.15, Transportation, of the DEIR for more additional information regarding the 

proposed Project’s impact related to trip generation. 

G80-4 Comment noted. Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values 

of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR. However, 

your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 Development associated with the Project would not be located within residential areas, but 

would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and permanent open space. 

Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to 

Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project 

would not have an adverse impact on surrounding residents. 

G80-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G81 – Anita Finkelstein 
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Responses to Comment Letter G81 – Anita Finkelstein 

G81-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. As noted in Section 4.2, Air 

Quality of the DEIR, the Air Quality Assessment (Appendix A) considered the construction and 

operational impacts associated with the Project. Where criteria air pollutant quantification was 

required, emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). 

Project-generated vehicle emissions (based on trip generation) were incorporated into 

CalEEMod as recommended by the SCAQMD. Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality Assessment. 

for additional information regarding the Air Quality Assessment’s methodology used to 

determine the proposed Project’s impacts to air quality.  Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment 

was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk 

Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on 

surrounding residents. 

 Furthermore, although the building is considered speculative, the proposed buildings would 

be developed as follows: 

Planning Area 1 (Parcels 1, 2, and 3) is proposed to be developed with three separate e-

commerce/warehouse buildings with supporting office, as follows: 

• Building 1: 985,860 square feet  

• Building 2: 1,213,235 square feet 

• Building 3: 358,370 square feet  

Planning Area 2 (Parcel 4) would include the development of up to 150,000 square feet of 

commercial uses and would be developed as part of Phase 2, as follows: 

• Hotel: 100,000 square feet 

• General Retail: 25,000 square feet 

• Food Uses: 25,000 square feet 
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Comment Letter G82 – Diana Tull 
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Responses to Comment Letter G82 – Diana Tull 

G82-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR which fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 
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Comment Letter G83 – Ryan Fuentes 
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Responses to Comment Letter G83 – Ryan Fuentes 

G83-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G84 – Brad McDuffee 
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Responses to Comment Letter G84 – Brad McDuffee 

G84-1 Comment noted. 

G84-2 Comment noted. According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with 

Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I -10)/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   

 Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  

G84-3 The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts associated with the development 

of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed 

Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the 

proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on surrounding residents.  Similarly, 

Section 4.11, Noise of the DEIR, fully analyzes and discloses all noise-related impacts 

associated with the proposed Project. As noted in Section 4.11, all impacts would be less than 

significant without the implementation of mitigation measures with the exception of 

cumulative noise impacts. However as concluded in Section 4.11, Noise (page 4.11-32), 

feasible mitigation is not available to reduce traffic noise. Typically, feasible mitigation 

measures for off-site roadway noise impacts include repairing the roads with rubberized 

asphalt and developing sound walls or attenuation barriers to minimize noise impacts. 

However, this mitigation can only be imposed on on-site roadways since the Applicant would 

not have authorization or control to make off-site improvements. As impacts would also occur 

on off-site roadways and properties, it is usually infeasible for the Applicant to implement 
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these measures. Sound walls would be infeasible due to impacts on right of way, restricted 

views, and not being proportional to the barely perceptible. 

G84-4 Comment noted. The current zoning of the Project site is “Specific Plan.” Adoption of the 

proposed Specific Plan (SP2021-0005) is a discretionary action subject to City Council approval. 

Adopted by Ordinance, the Specific Plan document will serve both planning and regulatory 

functions. This document contains the development standards and procedures necessary to 

fulfill these purposes and would replace the existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The proposed 

Specific Plan would implement the City’s General Plan as amended. The Specific Plan would be 

considered by the Planning Commission and City Council and would be adopted by Ordinance 

and would become the zoning for the Project. 
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Comment Letter G85 – Kathy Krause 
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Responses to Comment Letter G85 – Kathy Krause 

G85-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G86 – Bud Charlick 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-680 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-681 

Responses to Comment Letter G86 – Bud Charlick 

G86-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-682 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-683 

Comment Letter G87 – Gary M. Stoh 
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Responses to Comment Letter G87 – Gary M. Stoh 

G87-1 Comment noted. Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values 

of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, 

your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. In addition, development 

associated with the Project would not be located adjacent to Solera/Oak Valley Greens, but 

would be separated by Brookside Avenue, undeveloped land, and permanent open space. 
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Comment Letter G88 – Paula Walek 
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Responses to Comment Letter G88 – Paula Walek 

G88-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-690 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-691 

Comment Letter G89 – Maureen Imoe 
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Responses to Comment Letter G89 – Maureen Imoe 

G89-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter G90 – Linda Clark 
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Responses to Comment Letter G90 – Linda Clark 

G90-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G90-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 

G90-3 A Water Supply Assessment (Appendix I) was prepared for the proposed Project. The WSA 

determined that there are adequate water supplies to service the Project during normal, dry, 

and multiple dry years. Refer to Appendix I and Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of 

the DEIR for additional information. 

G90-4 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G91 – Jean Bowman 
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Responses to Comment Letter G91 – Jean Bowman 

G91-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Additionally, 

refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality and Section 4.15, Transportation  which fully analyzes and 

discloses the proposed Project’s impacts related to air quality and transportation.  

 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-702 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-703 

Comment Letter G92 – Jesse Donardt 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-704 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-705 

Responses to Comment Letter G92 – Jesse Donardt 

G92-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G93 – Barbara and Wayne Otte 
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Responses to Comment Letter G93 – Barbara and Wayne Otte 

G93-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Additionally, 

refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.11, Noise and Section 4.15, Transportation which 

fully analyzes and discloses the proposed Project’s impacts related to air quality, noise and 

transportation. 
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Comment Letter G94 – Shelia Kelly 
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Responses to Comment Letter G94 – Shelia Kelly 

G94-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G94-2 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. The DEIR fully 

analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including but limited to, air 

quality impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 4.2: Air Quality, for additional information. Additionally, 

a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the 

DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an 

adverse impact on surrounding residents. 
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Comment Letter G95 – Donna Littlefield 
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Responses to Comment Letter G95 – Donna Littlefield 

G95-1 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Section 4.2, Air 

Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts associated with the 

development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared 

for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment 

determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on surrounding 

residents. 

According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   

 Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter G96 – Dr. Helmuth and Susan Fritz 
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Responses to Comment Letter G96 – Dr. Helmuth and Susan Fritz 

G96-1 Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your comment 

will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Additionally, the DEIR fully analyzed and 

disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including but not limited to, air quality, noise, 

and transportation related impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.11, Noise, and 

Section 4.15, Transportation for additional information. 
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Comment Letter G97 – Catherine Frates 
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Responses to Comment Letter G97 – Catherine Frates 

G97-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G98 – Richard Bennecke 
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Responses to Comment Letter G98 – Richard Bennecke 

G98-1 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. According to DEIR 

Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside 

proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve 

congestion and improve traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements  at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

 Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter G99 – Sharon Sylva 
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Responses to Comment Letter G99 – Sharon Sylva 

G99-1 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. In addition refer to response G98-1 concerning traffic and 

congestion. 
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Comment Letter G100 – Robert Radabaugh and Rachel Lyon 
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Responses to Comment Letter G100 – Robert Radabaugh and Rachel Lyon 

G100-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G101 – Katuria Julius 
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Responses to Comment Letter G101 – Katuria Julius 

G101-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G102 – John Mitchell 
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Responses to Comment Letter G102 – John Mitchell 

G102-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G102-2 Comment noted will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Section 4.2, Air Quality, 

of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts associated with the development 

of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, fully analyzes and 

discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  Additionally, 

Section 4.11, Noise, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all noise related impacts associated 

with the development of the proposed Project 
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Comment Letter G103 – Diane Franklin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G103 – Diane Franklin 

G103-1 The commentor is correct, in that the Project does include warehousing. More specifically, the 

Project is proposed as follows: 

Planning Area 1 (Parcels 1, 2, and 3) is proposed to be developed with three separate e-

commerce/warehouse buildings with supporting office, as follows: 

• Building 1: 985,860 square feet  

• Building 2: 1,213,235 square feet 

• Building 3: 358,370 square feet  

Planning Area 2 (Parcel 4) would include the development of up to 150,000 square feet of 

commercial uses and would be developed as part of Phase 2, as follows: 

• Hotel: 100,000 square feet 

• General Retail: 25,000 square feet 

• Food Uses: 25,000 square feet 

Planning Area 3 (Parcel 5) would remain as permanent open space. 

This comment has been noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G104 – Jerrie Offerdahl 
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Responses to Comment Letter G104 – Jerrie Offerdahl 

G104-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G105 – Caroline Sherwood 
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Responses to Comment Letter G105 – Caroline Sherwood 

G105-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G106 – Doris Foreman 
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Responses to Comment Letter G106 – Doris Foreman 

G106-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G106-2 All applicable mitigation measures, conditions of approval and project design features (PDFs) 

would be implemented during the Project’s short-term and long-term phases. PDFs specifically 

would be incorporated into the Project are therefore subject to compliance.  

 The following PDFs are proposed: 

PDF AQ-3 Tenant lease agreements for Phase 1 shall include contractual language restricting 

trucks and support equipment from nonessential idling longer than 5 minutes 

while on site. 

PDF AQ-4 All heavy-duty vehicles registered in California entering or operated on Phase 1 

shall be model year 2010 or later. This requirement shall be included as part of 

tenant’s agreement with third-party carriers. Tenants shall maintain records on its 

fleet equipment and ensure that all heavy-duty trucks accessing the Phase 1 use 

year 2010 or newer engines. The records shall be maintained onsite and be made 

available for inspection by the City. Encouraging the use of model year 2010 or 

newer trucks and other efficiency measures could incentivize near zero emission 

(NZE) or zero emission (ZE) truck visits, which would facilitate compliance with 

SCAQMD Rule 2305 2305 (Warehouse Indirect Source Rule). 

PDF AQ-5 Phase 1 facility operators shall be required to train managers and employees on 

efficient scheduling and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and 

idling of trucks. The building manager or their designee shall be responsible for 

enforcing these requirements. 

PDF AQ-6 Phase 1 tenants shall train its staff in charge of keeping vehicle records in diesel 

technologies and compliance with CARB regulations, by attending CARB-approved 

courses. Facility operators shall maintain records on-site demonstrating 

compliance and make records available for inspection by the local jurisdiction, air 

district, and state upon request. The building manager or their designee shall be 

responsible for enforcing these requirements. 

PDF AQ-7 Phase 1 tenants shall maintain records on its fleet equipment and vehicle engine 

maintenance to ensure that equipment and vehicles serving the warehouses 

within the project are in good condition, and in proper tune pursuant to 

manufacturer’s specifications. The building manager or their designee shall be 

responsible for enforcing these requirements. 

PDF AQ-8 The facility operator for Phase 1 shall ensure that site enforcement staff in charge 

of keeping the daily log and monitoring for excess idling will be trained/certified in 

diesel health effects and technologies, for example, by requiring attendance at 

California Air Resources Board-approved courses (such as the free, one-day Course 
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#512). The building manager or their designee shall be responsible for enforcing 

these requirements. 

PDF AQ-9 Phase 1 tenants shall include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that 

requires the tenant be in, and monitor compliance with, all current air quality 

regulations for on-road trucks including CARB’s Heavy-Duty (Tractor-Trailer) 

Greenhouse Gas Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection Program (PSIP), and the 

Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation. 

PDF AQ-10 The Phase 1 site shall install 30 light-duty vehicle charging stations and conduit for 

59 future electric light-duty vehicle charging stations. Spaces with conduit for 

future charging stations shall have properly sized and listed raceways/conduits, 

dedicated branch circuits, service panel or subpanel(s). Both the service panel or 

subpanel(s) and the raceway termination location shall be visibly marked as “EV 

CAPABLE.” 

G106-3 This comment refers to PDF AQ-16. Your comment is noted will be taken into consideration by 

decision-makers.  
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Comment Letter G107 – Joe Rose 
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Responses to Comment Letter G107 – Joe Rose 

G107-1 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. According to DEIR 

Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside 

proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve 

congestion and improve traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

 Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter G108 – Gail West 
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Responses to Comment Letter G108 – Gail West 

G108-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G109 – James and Susan Karalun 
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Responses to Comment Letter G109 – James and Susan Karalun 

G109-1 The introduction of this comment summarized the project description of the proposed Project  

and expresses the commentor’s concern of the proposed Project. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific issue or comment 

related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. However, your comment will be taken into 

consideration by decision-makers. 

G109-2 Comment noted. Refer to response G109-1 above. In addition, Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the 

DEIR fully and analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts associated with the development 

of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, fully analyzes and 

discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter G110 – Ronald and Debbie Monroe 
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Responses to Comment Letter G110 – Ronald and Debbie Monroe 

G110-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G110-2 Traffic (diesel) circulation associated with the Project would predominantly occur between the 

Project site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. Traffic (diesel) associated with 

the Project would not frequent Brookside Avenue, as the Project is not accessible via Brookside 

Avenue, nor is there a fully functional interchange at I-10 and Brookside Avenue. Project traffic 

would not overrun roadways associated with residential neighborhoods.  

According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County 

of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard 

interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   

As noted in Section 4.13, Public Services of the DEIR (page 4.13-10), the Riverside County Fire 

Department (RCFD) has reviewed the Project design to ensure conformance to RCFD 

requirements and would thereby reduce demands on fire protection services. Additionally, 

payment of the Fire Protection impact fees, property taxes, and other revenues generated by 

development within the Project area would be available to the City to offset any increased 

costs for fire protection services with little or no net effect on the City’s budget ). 

G110-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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A Water Supply Assessment (Appendix I) was prepared for the proposed Project. The WSA 

determined that there are adequate water supplies to service the Project during normal, dry, 

and multiple dry years. Refer to Appendix I and Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of 

the DEIR for additional information.  

G110-4 Refer to response to G110-2 above. Furthermore, as stated in Section 4.13, Public Services, of 

the DEIR (pages 4.13-10 through 4.13-11), The Project would not directly increase population 

and the officer to population ratio would remain the same and would not substantially affect 

service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. 

G110-5 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G111 – Michael Collins 
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Responses to Comment Letter G111 – Michael Collins 

G111-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G111-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. The DEIR fully 

analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air quality, 

transportation, and utilities and service systems related impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air 

Quality, Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, and Section 4.17, Utilities and Service 

Systems of the DEIR for additional information. 
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Comment Letter G112 – Sharon Sylva 
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Responses to Comment Letter G112 – Sharon Sylva 

G112-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G112-2 Comment noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project. Similarly, Section 4.15, 

Transportation, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed 

Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the 

proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on surrounding residents.  In addition, A 

Water Supply Assessment (Appendix I) was prepared for the proposed Project. The WSA 

determined that there are adequate water supplies to service the Project during normal, dry, 

and multiple dry years. Refer to Appendix I and Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of 

the DEIR for additional information. 

 Lastly, evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes 

is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, your 

comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G113 – Mary L. Noll 
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Responses to Comment Letter G113 – Mary L. Noll 

G113-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G113-2 See response G113-1 above. The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with 

the Project, including air quality impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for additional 

information. 

G113-3 See response G113-1 above. According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, 

with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 

(I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic 

operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   

Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA. The DEIR includes a full 

discussion of all required impacts, as required by CEQA. 

G113-4 See response G113-1 above. 
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Comment Letter G114 – Jodi Lindman 
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Responses to Comment Letter G114 – Jodi Lindman 

G114-1 Comment noted. Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values 

of homes is not within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  However, 

your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air 

quality impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for additional information. Additionally, a 

Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the 

DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an 

adverse impact on surrounding residents.  

 Similarly, Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-

related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic 

Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct 

the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve 

traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.   

Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA. The DEIR includes a full 

discussion of all required impacts, as required by CEQA. 

G114-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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G114-3 Comment has been noted will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. This comment 

is an article from the LA times to support the commentor’s reasoning for opposing the 

proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter G115 – Laura Welch 
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Responses to Comment Letter G115 – Laura Welch 

G115-1 Comment noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. The DEIR fully 

analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air quality and health 

risk related impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality for additional information. A Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR) and 

determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on surrounding 

residents. 
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Comment Letter G116 – Dennis James 
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Responses to Comment Letter G116 – Dennis James 

G116-1 As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project includes , but limited to, the 

following approvals: 

 Specific Plan Adoption. SP2021-0005 

 Adoption of the proposed Specific Plan is a discretionary action subject to City Council 

approval. Adopted by Ordinance, the Specific Plan document will serve both planning and 

regulatory functions. This document contains the development standards and procedures 

necessary to fulfill these purposes, and would replace the existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The 

proposed Specific Plan would implement the City’s General Plan as amended. The Specific Plan 

would be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council and would be adopted by 

Ordinance and would become the zoning for the Project. 

 General Plan Amendment No. PLAN2021-0656 

 The Project site is presently designated as “Single Family Residential” by the General Plan. A 

General Plan Amendment would change the property’s land use designation from Single 

Family Residential to Industrial, General Commercial, and Open Space. The proposed land use 

designations would be consistent with the proposed e‐commerce center, commercial area, 

and permanent open space uses. 

 To reiterate, upon approval the proposed Project’s entitlements, the proposed Project would 

be consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map and the General Plan Land Use 

Map.  
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Comment Letter G117 – James and Sherri Andervich 
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Responses to Comment Letter G117 – James and Sherri Andervich 

G117-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

 

 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-808 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

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

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-809 

Comment Letter G118 – Russell Thompson 
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Responses to Comment Letter G118 – Russell Thompson 

G118-1 The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, including air 

quality impacts. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for additional information. Similarly, the DEIR 

fully analyzed and disclosed all noise related impacts associated with the Project. Refer to 

Section 4.11, Noise for more information. 

 Similarly, Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-

related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic 

Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct 

the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve 

traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA. The DEIR includes a full 

discussion of all required impact analyses, as required by CEQA. 
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Comment Letter G119 – Carlos Gutierrez 
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Responses to Comment Letter G119 – Carlos Gutierrez 

G119-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G120 – Judith Kropf 
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Responses to Comment Letter G120 – Judith Kropf 

G120-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G120-2 Refer to response to G120-2 above.  
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Comment Letter G121 – Susan Gagnon 
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Responses to Comment Letter G121 – Susan Gagnon 

G121-1 Comment noted. Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic of the DEIR fully analyzes and 

discloses all traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  According to DEIR 

Appendix K, Traffic Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside 

proposes to reconstruct the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve 

congestion and improve traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 

• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

Although not required as part of CEQA, the Project includes a full Traffic Impact Analysis that 

contains an LOS discussion; refer to Appendix K of the DEIR. This additional information is 

provided for informational purposes only, as additional delay – to an intersection or roadway 

segment – is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter G122 – Nancy Carroll 
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Responses to Comment Letter G122 – Nancy Carroll 

G122-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G122-2 Refer to response to G122-1 above. 

G122-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project includes a Specific Plan Adoption, General Plan 

Amendment, Plot Plan/Site plan approval, tentative parcel map approval, and statutory 

development agree. With the approvals the proposed entitlement, the Project would be 

consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Map. 
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Comment Letter G123 – Ron Roy 
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Responses to Comment Letter G123 – Ron Roy 

G123-1 Comment includes email correspondence informing that the commentor’s comments will be 

taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-3 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-4 The DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts 

associated with the development of the proposed Project.  A Health Risk Assessment was 

prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The Health Risk 

Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on 

surrounding residents. Additionally, impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated in DEIR 

Section 4.2: Air Quality, Impact 4.2.3, which concluded that impacts were found to be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

G123-5 The Project Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property within the City and 

it’s not in the City’s place to dictate the activities a private property owner makes to improve 

their land. 

G123-6 To reduce changes in the visual environment, the Project would incorporate perimeter 

landscaping, trees, and ground covers to visually buffer the structures. For this reason, it is 

anticipated that implementation of the commercial and e-commerce uses would not degrade 

the visual characteristics that are already considered low. Impacts in this regard would be less 

than significant. The Project also proposes to preserve a total of 30.6 acres of permanent open 

space within planning area 3 to ensure that adjacent uses are adequately separated from the 

Project. 

G123-7 Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all traffic-

related impacts associated with the proposed Project.  According to DEIR Appendix K, Traffic 

Study, the City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct 

the Interstate 10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve 

traffic operations. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements: 

• Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction 

• Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps 

• Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps 

• Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps 
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• Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange 

• Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard 

• Install new traffic signals 

• Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard 

• Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long 

auxiliary lane to the westbound on-ramp 

The Project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I -10/Cherry 

Valley Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.  

 According to CEQA Guidelines §21002, if economic, social, or other conditions make it 

infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the environment of a project, the 

project may nonetheless be carried out or approved at the discretion of a public agency if the 

project is otherwise permissible under applicable laws and regulations.  In addition, according 

to CEQA Guidelines §15003, CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather 

adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon 

the correctness of an EIR’s environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is 

sufficient as an informational document. 

Section 4.11, Noise of the DEIR, fully analyzes and discloses all noise-related impacts 

associated with the proposed Project. As noted in Section 4.11, all impacts would be less than 

significant without the implementation of mitigation measures with the exception of 

cumulative noise impacts. However as concluded in Section 4.11, Noise (page 4.11-32), 

feasible mitigation is not available to reduce traffic noise. Typically, feas ible mitigation 

measures for off-site roadway noise impacts include repairing the roads with rubberized 

asphalt and developing sound walls or attenuation barriers to minimize noise impacts. 

However, this mitigation can only be imposed on on-site roadways since the Applicant would 

not have authorization or control to make off-site improvements. As impacts would also occur 

on off-site roadways and properties, it is usually infeasible for the Applicant to implement 

these measures. Sound walls would be infeasible due to impacts on right of way, restricted 

views, and not being proportional to the barely perceptible increase in noise levels.  

G123-8 According to CEQA Guidelines §15003, CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, 

but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not 

pass upon the correctness of an EIR’s environmental conclusions, but only determines if the 

EIR is sufficient as an informational document. Refer to the Air Quality Assessment 

(Appendix A) and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix B) for more information regarding the Air 

Quality and methodology. 

G123-9 The City agrees with the commentor and will provide conceptual elevation drawings and revise 

Exhibit 3.0-6, Conceptual Site Plan to include more information that more accurately depicts 

the proposed Project. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata of this FEIR for these changes.  
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G123-10 The City agrees with the commentor and will revise Exhibit 3.0-8 as part of the revised 

Appendix K, Transportation Impact Analysis. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata of this FEIR for these 

changes.  

 The City respectively disagrees with this comment. It is not feasible for a Project to capture 100 

percent of runoff that would occur on-site. Nevertheless, the Project would be designed in 

accordance with the Water Quality Management Plans (Appendix H) prepared for the Project. 

As shown in Exhibit 3.0-11, the Project proposes to treat on-site runoff using a series of 

treatment control measures including biofiltration and infiltration basins. Where feasible 

stormwater will be captured within underground detention basins. While the underground 

detention basins have limited infiltration ability, the captured stormwater will be pumped to 

irrigate natural vegetation and infiltrate into native soils. On-site flows would be directed 

towards the proposed underground corrugated metal pipe (CMP) detention system for 

increased runoff mitigation for Buildings 1 and 3. On-site flows for Building 2 will be directed 

to a detention basin that provide both infiltration and mitigation for increased runoff. Flows 

would ultimately discharge to the existing natural streambed to the west of the Project site. 

The Project would also include self-treating landscape areas throughout the Project site. 

Routine inspection and maintenance of the biofiltration and infiltration basins and 

underground detention system are requirements of the City.  

 As identified in Standard Condition (SC) HYD-1, preparation, implementation, and participation 

with the Construction General Permit, including preparation of a SWPPP containing site-

specific BMPs, would reduce Project construction effects on water quality to acceptable levels. 

Compliance with SC HYD-2 would require the Project provide a Final WQMP specifically 

identifying BMPs that would be incorporated into the Project to control stormwater and non-

stormwater pollutants during and after construction. Compliance with SC HYD-3 would require 

preparation of an Erosion Control Plan that identifies specific measures to control on-site and 

off-site erosion. Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality  concluded that impacts would be 

less than significant. Refer to Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality  of the DEIR for more 

information. 

 The City agrees with the commentor and will revise Exhibit 3.0-12 to include cross-section 

elevation drawings. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata of this FEIR for these changes.  

G123-11 The City respectfully disagrees with this comment. Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis 

lists the specific cumulative projects that were developed in consultation with City staff to 

provide a broad understanding and context for analyzing the cumulative effects of a project. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, through Section 4.18, Wildfire contains a separate cumulative 

discussion informing of the reader whether the Project’s environmental impacts are 

cumulatively significant.  

 The Project is not required nor is it feasible to perform cumulative emission assessments for 

each cumulative Project listed in Table 4.1. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064, when 

assessing whether a cumulative effect requires an EIR, the lead agency shall consider whether 

the cumulative impact is significant and whether the effects of the project are cumulatively 

considerable. The DEIR was prepared since the City determined that the Project cumulative 
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impact could be significant and the Project’s incremental effect, though individually limited, is 

cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of 

an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

G123-12 The commentor is correct, and Table 4.1 has been updated to include the Hidden Canyon 

Industrial Park’s designated land use. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata of this FEIR for these changes.  

G123-13 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  

G123-14 The commentor is simply requesting to comment further on the DEIRs Sections. Comment 

noted. 

G123-15 Chapter 17.20 of the Beaumont Municipal Code ensures that approval and development of the 

Project will result in no net loss of residentially zoned property in the City, consistent with State 

law.  Chapter 17.20 establishes a program whereby, concurrent with the approval of any 

change in zone from a residential use to a less intensive use, a density bonus becomes available 

to project applicants subsequently seeking to develop property for residential use within the 

City. 

G123-16 The determination that a Project component will or will not result in “substantial” adverse 

effects on land use and planning standards considers the available policies and regulations 

established by local and regional agencies and the amount of deviation from these policies in 

the Project’s components. The proposed Project would be consistent with the City’s Zoning 

Ordinance and Zoning Map; therefore, it would be consistent with all goals, policies, within the 

Beaumont GP upon Project approval. As such, inconsistency with City land use plans and 

regulations and the creation of environmental effects from Project implementation would be 

less than significant. 

G123-17 Comment noted. The data presented in 4.12-4 accurately depicts SCAG’s pre-certified local 

housing data for the City also used in the City’s Draft. However, the City agrees to update 

footnote two located in Section 4.12, Population and Housing to read as “Note that the Draft 

6th Cycle Housing Element is currently in public review and employment demographics are 

estimates based on SCAG’s Pre-Certified Local Housing Data. Therefore, the employment data 

presented in this section is subject to change and does not represent the final outcome of the 

6th Cycle Housing Element Conclusions. Changes are also shown in Section 3.0, Errata, of this 

FEIR. 

G123-18 The City respectfully disagrees with the commentor. The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all 

cumulative air quality, greenhouse gases, and transportation related impacts associated with 

the development of the proposed Project. Where applicable, the DEIR presented feasible 

mitigation measures, standard conditions, and project design features to reduce impacts.  
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G123-19 Chapter 17.20 of the Beaumont Municipal Code ensures that approval and development of the 

Project will result in no net loss of residentially zoned property in the City, consistent with State 

law.  Chapter 17.20 establishes a program whereby, concurrent with the approval of any 

change in zone from a residential use to a less intensive use, a density bonus becomes available 

to project applicants subsequently seeking to develop property for residential use within the 

City.  As a result, the City is not prohibited from approving the Project.  

G123-20 Refer to response to G123-7 above. 

G123-21 Refer to response to G123-15 and G123-19. 

G123-22 As discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning  of the DEIR, CEQA requires that an EIR 

consider whether a Project would conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation (including, but not limited to a general plan, specific plan, or zoning ordinance) that 

was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effect(s). This 

environmental determination differs from the larger policy determination of whether a 

proposed Project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s general plan. The broader general plan 

consistency determination considers all evidence in the record concerning the Project 

characteristics, its desirability, as well as its economic, social, and other non-environmental 

effects. Regarding plan or policy consistency, a project is evaluated in terms of whether the 

proposed site plan, project design, and/or development within a given location would 

substantially impede implementation of an adopted plan or policy resulting in a significant 

environmental effect. The mere fact that a project may be inconsistent in some manner with 

particular policies in a general plan or zoning ordinance does not, per se, amount  to a 

significant environmental effect. In the context of land use and planning, significant impacts 

occur when a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the Project results in an adverse physical environmental impact.  

Under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly-

valued landscape for the benefit of the public. The Beaumont GP does not designate any scenic 

vistas near the Project site or in the City. Although no area within the City is officially 

designated as a scenic vista, the City is situated at a half-mile elevation in the County’s The 

Pass Area Plan, south of southern California’s highest peak, San Gorgonio Mountain, and north 

of San Jacinto Peak which provide the most prominent views from the City.  Because there are 

no scenic vistas on the Project site or in the vicinity of the Project site and the implementation 

of the Project would not obstruct views of the scenic vistas provided by the San Bernardino 

Mountains and the San Jacinto Mountains from any publicly accessible point outside of the 

Project site. Additionally, to further reduce changes in the visual environment, the Project 

would incorporate perimeter landscaping, trees, and ground covers to visually buffer the 

structures. For this reason, it is anticipated that implementation of the commercial and e-

commerce uses would not degrade the visual characteristics that are already considered low. 

Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. The Project also proposes to preserve a 

total of 30.6 acres of permanent open space within planning area 3 to ensure that adjacent 

uses are adequately separated from the Project. 
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Evaluating whether or not the introduction of warehouses lowers the values of homes is not 

within the purview of CEQA and therefore is not included in the DEIR.  

Regarding Policy 3.4.1, the Project Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property 

within the City and it’s not in the City’s place to dictate the activities a private property owner 

makes to improve their land 

G123-23 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-24 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-25 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-26 Comment noted. The Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared in accordance with the County of 

Riverside traffic study procedures (Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Level of Service and 

Vehicle Miles Traveled – 2020). Peak hour intersection operations are evaluated using the 

methodology outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th Edition), consistent with the 

requirements of the City of Beaumont and the County of Riverside. The intersection analysis 

was conducted using the Vistro software program and using the specified input parameters 

required by the City. Per the HCM Methodology, Level of Service (LOS) for signalized 

intersections is defined in terms of average control delay per vehicle during the peak hours. 

Therefore, the Traffic Impact Analysis adequately presents the project’s transportation 

impacts pursuant to the City and County’s requirements.  

As noted in Section 4.15, Transportation of the DEIR (page 4.15-21 through 4.15-22), The 

effectiveness of the above-noted TDM measures would be dependent on the ultimate building 

tenant(s), which are unknown at this time. Beyond project design and tenancy considerations, 

land use context is a major factor relevant to the potential application and effectiveness of 

TDM measures. More specifically, the land use context of the Project is characteristically 

suburban. Of itself, the Project’s suburban context acts to reduce the range of feasible TDM 

measures and their potential effectiveness. 

Consistent with the mitigation measures recommended in the air quality and greenhouse gas 

analyses, the Project shall implement a TDM program to reduce single occupant vehicle trips 

and encourage transit. Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall 

prepare and submit TDM program detailing strategies that would reduce the use of single 

occupant vehicles by employees by increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, 

vanpool, and transit. The TDM shall include, but is not limited to the following: 

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

residents, employers, employees, and visitors of surrounding transportation options.  
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• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as showers for employees, 

self-service bicycle repair area, etc. around the Project site.  

• Each building shall provide secure bicycle storage space equivalent to two percent of the 

automobile parking spaces provided. 

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

200 yards of a building entrance. 

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

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

than they use day-to-day. 

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

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

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

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

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

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

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

Based on available research, for projects located within a suburban context, a maximum 

10 percent reduction in VMT is achievable when combining multiple TDM strategies. Due to 

limitations of Project-level approaches to reducing VMT, the City or region may consider larger 

mitigation programs such as VMT mitigation banks and exchanges. VMT mitigation banks and 

exchanges have not yet been developed or tested by WRCOG or City of Beaumont. To clarify, 

these TDMs will be implemented by the Project operator. The City will ensure that this 

mitigation is implemented. 

Regarding the Project’s failure to minimize impacts, according to CEQA Guidelines §21002, if 

economic, social, or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant 

effects on the environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or 

approved at the discretion of a public agency if the project is otherwise permissible under 

applicable laws and regulations. In addition, according to CEQA Guidelines §15003, CEQA does 

not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-

faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR’s 

environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational 

document. The Project includes mitigation measures, standard conditions of approval, and 

project design features to minimize impacts. Therefore, the proposed Project analyzed it’s 

potentially impacts adequately and in good faith pursuant to CEQA. 

G123-27 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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G123-28 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. Additionally, the 

Project Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property within the City and it’s not 

in the City’s place to dictate the activities a private property owner makes to improve their 

land. 

G123-29 Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality impacts 

associated with the development of the proposed Project. Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. Furthermore, impacts to sensitive receptors were evaluated 

in DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality. Impact 4.2-3 concluded that impacts were found to be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

G123-30 The commentor provided text from a news article to support their opposition. Comment has 

been noted and will be taken into consideration by decision-makers.  

G123-31 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-32 This text was taken directly from Section 6.0 Alternatives of the DEIR. 

G123-33 Comment noted. Refer to response to G123-22 above. The City respectfully disagrees with 

commentor regarding their assumptions on the City’s approval process.   

G123-34 The Project Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property within the City so this 

alternative was not pursued. 

G123-35 The commentor’s interpretation of the CEQA Guidelines is incorrect. According the CEQA 

Guidelines §15126.6, “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 

Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 

informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider 

alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project 

alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 

alternatives…The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those 

that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 

substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” The DEIR fully analyzes and 

discloses the Project’s alternatives discussion in Section 1.0, Executive Summary and 

Section 6.0, Alternatives. The Alternative Site Alternative was not pursued since the Project 

Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property within the City.  Refer to the 

Alternative Site Alternative discussion in Section 6.0 of the DEIR for more information. 
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G123-36 Although three alternatives were analyzed, the DEIR states that two alternatives were 

analyzed. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata for text changes to Section 6.0, Alternatives. 

G123-37 The comment is based on the commentor’s assumption. However, your comment will be taken 

into consideration by decision-makers. 

G123-38 This is a list of the DEIR’s EIR Sections and the commentor is requesting an opportunity to 

provide additional comments. Additional comment letters provided would be taken, but the 

City is not required to provide responses to late comments.  
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Comment Letter G124 – Blair M. Ball 
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Responses to Comment Letter G124 – Blair M. Ball 

G124-1 Refer to Response G2-3. 
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Comment Letter G125 – Nancy Hall 
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Responses to Comment Letter G125 – Nancy Hall 

G125-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G125-2 Comment noted. As noted in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the Project proposes 

utility infrastructure improvements to serve the proposed Project. Refer to Section 4.17, 

Utilities and Service Systems which fully analyzes and discloses the DEIR’s impacts to existing 

utilities and service systems. 

G125-3 Refer to response to G125-1 above. 

G125-4 Refer to response to G125-1 above. 

G125-5 This comment refers to the transportation demand management strategies (TDMs) provided 

in Section 4.15, Transportation, Impact 4.15-2 (pages 4.15-21 through 4.15-22). The TDMs 

provided were examples that future Project operators could include in a TDM program to 

reduce the use of single occupant vehicles by employees. However, the effectiveness of the 

TDMs would be dependent on the ultimate building tenant(s), which are unknown at this time. 

Beyond project design and tenancy considerations, land use context is a major factor relevant 

to the potential application and effectiveness of TDM measures. More specifically, the land 

use context of the Project is characteristically suburban. Of itself, the Project’s suburban 

context acts to reduce the range of feasible TDM measures and their potential effectiveness. 

Based on available research, for projects located within a suburban context, a maximum 10 

percent reduction in VMT is achievable when combining multiple TDM strategies. Due to 

limitations of Project-level approaches to reducing VMT, the City or region may consider larger 

mitigation programs such as VMT mitigation banks and exchanges.  
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Comment Letter G126 – Jeff Hewitt 
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Responses to Comment Letter G126 – Jeff Hewitt 

G126-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

G126-2 Refer to the following: 

1. Adoption of the proposed Specific Plan (SP2021-0005) is a discretionary action subject 

to City Council approval. Adopted by Ordinance, the Specific Plan document will serve 

both planning and regulatory functions. This document contains the development 

standards and procedures necessary to fulfill these purposes and would replace the 

existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The proposed Specific Plan would implement the 

City’s General Plan as amended. The Specific Plan would be considered by the Planning 

Commission and City Council and would be adopted by Ordinance and would become 

the zoning for the Project. 

2. Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental 

analysis. However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 

3. The Project Applicant does not currently own any other vacant property within the 

City and it’s not in the City’s place to dictate the activities a private property owner 

makes to improve their land. 

4. Traffic circulation associated with the Project would predominantly occur between the 

Project site and the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange. Traffic associated with 

the Project would not frequent Brookside Avenue, as the Project is not accessible via 

Brookside Avenue, nor is there a fully functional interchange at I -10 and Brookside 

Avenue. Project traffic would not overrun roadways associated with residential 

neighborhoods. Lastly, permanent open space would separate the Project from 

Stetson to the south. 

5. On September 26, 2006, City Planning Commission (Commission) held a public hearing 

on the Sunny‐Cal Specific Plan, North Brookside Community Plan, Sphere of Influence 

Amendment, and Annexation to the City. After the conclusion of the public testimony, 

the Commission closed the public hearing and continued the project to November 14, 

2006, at which time the Commission requested refinements to the Sunny Cal Specific 

Plan and took action to recommend City Council approval of the project.   

On July 17, 2007, the City Council held a public hearing on the Project. At the 

conclusion of the public testimony, the City Council closed the public hearing and after 

consideration of the project, requested elimination of the North Brookside Community 

Plan component of the project and a revision to the Sphere of Influence Amendment 

to include only that territory within the boundaries of the Sunny‐Cal Specific Plan area. 

The approved 2007 Sunny‐Cal Specific Plan document incorporated the City Council’s 

direction.  
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The previous Project Applicant for the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan never moved forward 

with the development of the Sunny-Cal project even though they had approvals to do 

so. As such, the property was sold and the current Project Applicant has submitted an 

application for a new specific plan/proposed Project.  

6. Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental 

analysis. However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G127 – Penny Quinn 
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Responses to Comment Letter G127 – Penny Quinn 

G127-1 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G128 – Julie Janesin 
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Responses to Comment Letter G128 – Julie Janesin 

G128-1 Comment Noted. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all air quality 

impacts associated with the development of the proposed Project.  Additionally, a Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the proposed Project (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). The 

Health Risk Assessment determined that the proposed Project would not have an adverse 

impact on surrounding residents. 
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Comment Letter G129 – Lori Ellison 
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Responses to Comment Letter G129 – Lori Ellison 

G129-1 Comment noted. The DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed all impacts associated with the Project, 

including air quality, hydrology and water quality, noise, and transportation. Refer to 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.11, Noise, and 

Section 4.15, Transportation of the DEIR for more information. 

G129-2 Comment noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

DEIR or note a specific issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis. 

However, your comment will be taken into consideration by decision-makers. 
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Comment Letter G130 – Jennie Rose Sylva 
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Response to Comment Letter G130 – Jennie Rose Sylva 

G130 Letter G130 was submitted past the public review deadline. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 

the City is not required to respond to the comment letter.  
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Comment Letter G131 – Adam Salcido 
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Response to Comment Letter G131 – Adam Salcido 

G131  Letter G131 was submitted past the public review deadline. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 

the City is not required to respond to the comment letter.  
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Section 3.0 Errata  

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE ERRATA 

In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the FEIR for the Beaumont Summit Station 

Project includes the DEIR, dated April 2022, as well as any proposed revisions or changes to the DEIR.  

The changes to the DEIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental document, and instead 

represent changes to the DEIR to provide clarification, amplification and/or insignificant modifications, as 

needed as a result of public comments on the DEIR, or due to additional information received during the 

public review period. These clarifications and corrections do not warrant recirculation of the DEIR 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

None of the changes or information provided in the comments identify a new significant environmental 

impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact for which mitigation is not 

proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen significant 

environmental impacts but is not adopted. In addition, the changes do not reflect a fundamentally flawed 

or conclusory DEIR. 

Changes to the DEIR are listed by Section, page, paragraph, etc. to best guide the reader to the revision. 

Changes are identified as follows: 

• Deletions are indicated by strikeout text. 

• Additions are indicated by underlined text. 

3.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Page 1-20, Update to Resource Impact 4.7-1 

Resource Impact 

Impact 4.7-1 

Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that could have a significant 

impact on the environment?  

Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that could have a significant 

cumulative impact on the environment? 

Page 1-23, Update to Resource Impact 4.11-1 and Level of Significance 

Resource Impact Level of Significance 

Impact 4.1-1 

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 

Less than Significant Impact 
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Resource Impact Level of Significance 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies? 

Cumulative? 

 

 

 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 

Page 2-1, First Paragraph, Last Sentence 

This Project entails the construction and operation of e-commerce, commercial, open space, and 

residential development divided amongst five parcels, on approximately 188 200-acres of land within the 

northwestern portion of the City.  

Page 4-5, Update to Third Paragraph, Last Sentence 

The 534 cumulative projects are listed below in Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects. 

Page 4-8, Update to Table 4-1. 

Project # Description Land Use Quantity Units 

54 Potrero Logistics Center Warehouse Project High-Cube Warehouse 577,920 KSF 

Page 4.3-21, Last Paragraph 

MM BIO-2 A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction presence/absence survey for 

burrowing owls within between 30 and 60 days prior to site disturbance. Additional 

pre-construction focused surveys for burrowing owls will be conducted within three 

days prior to site disturbance including vegetation clearing. If the pre-construction 

surveys confirm occupied burrowing owl.  habitat, or if burrowing owls are detected 

after the Project has started, then construction activities shall be halted immediately. 

If burrowing owls are documented on-site, the owls will be relocated/excluded from 

the site outside of the breeding season following accepted protocols, as specified in 

the MSHCP.  CDFW will be notified within 48-hours of detection and the take of active 

nests will be avoided. To avoid take of active nests, a qualified biologist will develop 

a Burrowing Owl Plan that describes avoidance, relocation, monitoring, minimization, 

and/or mitigation actions. The Burrowing Owl Plan shall include the number and 

location of occupied burrow sites and details on proposed buffers if avoiding the 

burrowing owls or information on the adjacent or nearby suitable habitat available to 

owls for relocation. If no suitable habitat is available nearby for relocation, details 

regarding the creation and funding of artificial burrows (numbers, location, and type 

of burrows) and management activities for relocated owls shall also be included in 

the Burrowing Owl Plan. The Burrowing Owl Plan will be reviewed by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Western 

Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority. 
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Page 4.3-22, Second Paragraph 

MM BIO-3 To ensure compliance with California Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 

3513 and to avoid potential impacts to nesting birds,  vVegetation clearing and ground 

disturbing activities shouldshall be conducted outside of the bird nesting season 

(February 1 through August 31). If avoidance of the nesting season is not feasible, 

then a qualified biologist will conduct a nesting bird survey within three days prior to 

any disturbance of the site, including but not limited to vegetation clearing, disking, 

demolition activities, and grading. If active nests are identified, the biologist shall 

establish suitable buffers around the nests depending on the level of activity within 

the buffer and species observed, and the buffer areas shall be avoided until the nests 

are no longer occupied, and the juvenile birds can survive independently from the 

nests.   

During construction activities, the qualified biologist shall continue biological 

monitoring activities at a frequency recommended by the qualified biologist using 

their best professional judgment. If nesting birds are detected, avoidance and 

minimization measures may be adjusted and construction activities stopped or 

redirected by the qualified biologist using their best professional judgment to avoid 

Take of nesting birds. 

Page 4.3-23, Additional sentence to last paragraph before MM BIO-4 

Additionally, as a condition of the MSHCP, avoided land areas will be conserved as part of the proposed 

project. As such, implementation of MMs BIO-5 and MM BIO-6 are also required: 

Page 4.3-24, Second Paragraph 

MM BIO-4 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity near jurisdictional aquatic resources, 

applicable permits shall be obtained through the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW for 

impacts on jurisdictional aquatic resources. The Applicant shall implement/comply 

with all permit conditions and mitigation measures required by the resource agencies. 

Compensatory mitigation to offset impacts on jurisdictional aquatic resources may be 

implemented through on-site or off-site, permittee-responsible mitigation, in-lieu fee 

(ILF) program or mitigation bank credit purchase, or a combination of these options 

depending on availability.  

The proposed compensatory mitigation strategy is as follows, for a total 3:1 

mitigation ratio: 

1.       Purchase of 4.82 credits (2:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-watershed mitigation 

bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program), as available; AND 

2.       An additional 1:1 mitigation via one of the following measures, dependent 

on negotiations with the resource agencies during the permit evaluation 

process: 
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a.       On-site preservation, including enhancement and revegetation within 

Specific Plan Planning Area 3, with a focus on removal of invasive tree of 

heaven (Ailanthus altissima) and replanting with native species such as 

mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) and other appropriate species, OR 

b.      Purchase of 2.41 credits (1:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-watershed 

mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program), as 

available.  

The Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW will make final determinations regarding 

compensatory mitigation requirements during the permit evaluation process. 

If mitigation credits are not available at the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program, 

purchase of credits at an alternative mitigation bank will be pursued in consultation 

with the regulatory agencies during the aquatic resources permitting 

process. Additionally, if on-site enhancement is pursued, an enhancement and 

revegetation plan will be developed in consultation with the regulatory agencies 

during the aquatic resources permitting process. 

MM BIO-4 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity near jurisdictional features, applicable permits 

shall be obtained through the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW for impacts on jurisdictional 

features. Based on the results of the aquatic resources delineation for the proposed 

Project, the proposed Project would permanently impact 0.25 acre of USACE-

jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S. and RWQCB-jurisdictional non-wetland 

waters of the State (i.e., NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, 

NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1). Additionally, the proposed Project would 

permanently impact 2.17 acres of CDFW-jurisdictional vegetated streambed (i.e., 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 

NWW-3B1) and 0.24 acre of CDFW-jurisdictional riparian habitat (i.e., NWW-2A and 

NWW-3B). The Project applicant shall be obligated to implement/comply with the 

permit conditions and mitigation measures required by the resource agencies 

regarding impacts on their respective jurisdictions. 

A minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio (0.25 acre USACE/0.25 acre RWQCB/2.41 acres 

CDFW) is typically required, though ratios may be higher. Compensatory mitigation 

to offset impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources may be implemented through off-

site, permittee-responsible mitigation, in-lieu fee program or mitigation bank credit 

purchase (e.g., Riverpark Mitigation Bank), or a combination of these options 

depending on availability. The proposed mitigation strategy is the purchase of 4.82 

re-establishment and/or rehabilitation credits (2:1 mitigation ratio) from the 

Riverpark Mitigation Bank. The regulatory agencies will make the final determination 

of the final compensatory mitigation requirements during the permit evaluation 

process. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project applicant will provide the 

City of Beaumont with purchase confirmation.  
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Page 4.3-24, Third New Paragraph 

MM BIO-5 The proposed Project is an MSHCP Covered Activity and subject to the MSHCP 

implementation procedures. Prior to adoption and approval of the DEIR, the City of 

Beaumont will ensure full implementation of the Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan for the Project, which includes, but is not limited 

to, sending a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation to the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the US Fish and Wildlife Service for a 

60-day review and response period prior to the City approving the DBESP and 

finalizing the DEIR. 

Page 4.3-24, Fourth New Paragraph 

MM BIO-6 Avoided riparian/riverine areas, and associated functions and values, will be 

conserved through the use of deed restrictions, conservation easement, or other 

appropriate mechanisms. 

Page 4.4-16, First Paragraph, First Sentence 

MM CUL-1 A qualified archaeological monitor who meets U.S. Secretary of the Interior Standards 

(SOI) will be present during Project-related ground-disturbing activities in 

undisturbed native sediments. 

MM CUL-2 In the event that potentially significant cultural materials are encountered during 

Project-related ground-disturbing activities, all work will be halted in the vicinity of 

the discovery until a qualified archaeologist who meets U.S. Secretary of the Interior 

Standards (SOI) can visit the site of discovery and assess the significance of the 

archaeological resource. 

Page 4.6-20, First Paragraph 

MM GEO-1 Settlement Monitoring Program. A Settlement Monitoring Program would be 

implemented, as required by the City of Beaumont Engineering Department, 

consisting of the surveying of surface monuments to monitor settlement of alluvial 

soils left in-place and/or proposed fills deeper than 30 feet (design plus remedial 

grading). Survey monument readings for both deep fill areas and for fill over 

compressible natural ground (Qal) should be conducted following the completion of 

fill placement. Survey monument locations should be selected by the geotechnical 

consultant. Survey readings should be taken weekly for the first month and on a 

weekly basis thereafter until vertical movement of the fill mass achieve 90 percent of 

primary compression, begin secondary compression or the estimated remaining 

settlement is less than one inch. Construction of proposed structures would not 

commence until approved by the geotechnical consultant based on the results of the 

settlement monitoring. Survey benchmarks used for the monitoring would be 

confirmed with the geotechnical consultant prior to initial readings being performed. 
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 Foundation and Grading Plan Review. New retaining walls with maximum heights of 

up to 50± feet would be constructed as part of the new development. Additional 

review of the global stability of the proposed site grading be performed by SCG once 

more detailed rough grading plans become available. An additional subsurface 

exploration may be required to evaluate the geotechnical design considerations of 

the retaining wall and new slope configurations, as determined by a qualified 

geologist.   

 Over excavation. Benching of the sidewalls would be required during fill placement. 

The horizontal extent of the benching should be sufficient to reduce the inclination 

of the native fill contact to 3h:1v or flatter. Following completion of the over 

excavations, the subgrade would be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer to verify 

its suitability to serve as the structural fill subgrade. Some localized areas of deeper 

excavation may be required if loose, porous, or low-density materials are 

encountered at the base of the over excavation. Materials suitable to serve as the 

structural fill subgrade within the building area should consist of moderate strength 

alluvial soils which possess an in-situ density equal to at least 85 percent of the ASTM 

D-1557 maximum dry density. These materials would be moisture conditioned to 0 to 

4 percent above optimum moisture content prior to placement of any new fill soils. 

The previously excavated soils may then be replaced as compacted structural fill. 

Page 4.7-48, Table 4.7-8 Goal 10 

SCAG Goals Compliance 

GOAL 

1
0

: 

Promote conservation of natural and 

agricultural lands and restoration of 
habitats. 

N/A: 

Consistent: 

This Project is located on previously disturbed land 

and is not located on agricultural lands. land that is 
identified as ”Farmland of Local Importance,” 

“Grazing Land,” and “Other Land.”  Although the 

Project would convert agricultural land for non-
agricultural uses, the identified agricultural land is 

not considered as Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

However, the Project would conserve natural lands 
within the Project’s proposed open space area and 

ensure the conservation and restoration of habitats 

through mitigation efforts. 

Page 4.8-23, Sixth Paragraph 

MM HAZ-1 The Project Applicant shall have a Soil Management Plan prepared by a qualified 

geologist prior to issuance of a building permit prior to the redevelopment of the site.  

The Soil Management Plan shall provide guidelines for grading and construction 

projects at the Project site. At a minimum, the Soil Management Plan shall provide a 

site-specific health and safety plan, excavation boundary site map, and a series of 

cross-sections of the Project site. 
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Page 4.10-33, Table 4.10-2 Goal 10 

RTP/SCS Strategies Project Consistency  

10. Promote 

conservation of natural 

and agricultural lands 

and restoration of 
habitats 

Consistent: The Project site is located within an existing semi-urban area designated 

for residential development through the Sunny-Cal SP. There are no designated 

agricultural lands or farmlands in the area or habitat restoration areas. The Project 

site is on land identified as ”Farmland of Local Importance,” “Grazing Land,” and 
“Other Land.” Although the Project would convert agricultural land for non -

agricultural uses, the identified agricultural land is not considered significant under 

CEQA. However, the Project would conserve natural lands within the Project’s 

proposed open space area and ensure the conservation and restoration of habitats 

through mitigation efforts. 

Page 4.11-32, Additional Bullet Point 

▪ Brookside Avenue from Oak View Drive to Beaumont Avenue. Noise levels would be 60.1 at 100 

feet from roadway centerline. However, noise levels would not exceed the conditionally 

acceptable standard of 70 dBA. Impacts along this segment would be less than significant.   

Page 5-5, Last Paragraph 

Refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics through Section 4.18, Wildfire of this EIR. No cumulative impacts were 

discovered during the analysis of the Project. The environmental impact analyses design features and 

objectives of the Project were concluded as having concluded that the Project has the would potentially 

to create significant unavoidable impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and 

transportation analyses. Despite the implementation of feasible Mmitigation measures, standards 

conditions, and project design features is proposed in each case to minimize the potential of these 

impacts. However, these impacts could not be minimized to a less than significant level. Therefore, 

impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 
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1 Executive Summary 
This report presents the results of a biological resource assessment and Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) consistency analysis conducted 
by Rocks Biological Consulting (RBC) for the Beaumont Summit Station Project (project or 
proposed project) in the City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California. The approximately 191-
acre project site has been historically used for agricultural purposes and is highly disturbed; the 
majority of the site supports non-native grassland or is developed. Limited native habitat, 
primarily within small drainages, occurs on the western portion of the site. 

The site is not located within any MSHCP Cellgroups or Criteria Cells and is not subject to the 
Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy (HANS) or Joint Project Review (JPR) 
processes. The project is identified as occurring within a regional MSHCP Survey Area for 
Marvin’s onion (Allium marvinii), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), and burrowing 
owl. RBC conducted protocol presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) 
and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) in 2021. Habitat assessments and focused surveys 
were performed also for many-stemmed dudleya and Marvin’s onion in 2021.  

Survey results for burrowing owl were negative. For least Bell’s vireo, one individual male was 
detected within a drainage in the southwestern portion of the project during surveys one and 
two of the eight focused surveys. No female vireo or nesting was observed and based on its 
absence in surveys three through eight, the male appears to have been moving through the 
area temporarily. The drainage where the vireo was observed is not within the project impact 
area; however, potential noise and adjacency impacts may occur if the species colonizes the 
drainage prior to construction. Mitigation is proposed in order to reduce potential least Bell’s 
vireo impacts to less than significant. Survey results for many-stemmed dudleya and Marvin’s 
onion were negative, and the site does not support suitable habitat for these species. 

The project site supports drainages expected to be considered jurisdictional under the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  

The project site supports riparian/riverine habitat and would be consistent with the 
goals/objectives of the MSHCP with the implementation of the proposed avoidance and 
mitigation measures included in this report, pending a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or 
Superior Preservation (DBESP). 

Impacts to vegetation communities and potential impacts to special-status animal species will 
be mitigated to below a level of significance through payment of the MSHCP Local 
Development Mitigation Fees. Impacts to Corps-, RWQCB-, and CDFW-jurisdictional resources 
along with impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine areas shall be mitigated at a 3:1 mitigation ratio 
through the purchase of 4.82 mitigation bank credits (a 2:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-
watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed In-Lieu Fee [ILF] Program), as 
available; and an additional 1:1 mitigation through either on-site preservation, with a focus on 
removal of invasive species and replanting with native species, or the purchase of 2.41 
acres/credits from an in-watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF 

Deleted: re-establishment and/or rehabilitation 
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Program), as available. The Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW will make final determinations 
regarding compensatory mitigation requirements during the permit evaluation process.  
  

Deleted: the Riverpark Mitigation Bank located within the San 
Jacinto watershed
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2 Introduction 
The purpose of this Biological Resources and MSHCP Consistency Report is to summarize the 
biological data for the proposed project and to document the project’s consistency with the 
goals and objectives of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The proposed project consists 
of the development of approximately 156 acres of e-commerce and commercial facilities on the 
191-acre site. The project does not include any covered roads or covered public access 
activities under the MSHCP. 

2.1 PROJECT AREA  

The Beaumont Summit Station Specific Plan (a comprehensive amendment of the Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan that includes the proposed project) site is in the northwestern portion of the City of 
Beaumont, California (Figure 1). The project site is approximately 191 acres located south of 
Cherry Valley Boulevard, north of Brookside Avenue, and east of Interstate 10 (I-10). The current 
zoning for the project site is Specific Plan. All proposed changes associated with the project are 
located within areas previously annexed to the City of Beaumont by Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO). The following Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) are associated with the 
project site: 407-230-22, -23, -24, -25, -26, -27, -28, 407-190-016, and 407-190-017. 

The project site contains primarily vacant land within the western and southern portions of the 
project. The central and eastern portions of the project site are developed, including multiple 
concrete foundations and several outbuildings that supported former poultry and egg farm 
operations. The topography of the project site slopes gently downward to the west. 

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

2.2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

In August 2007, the City of Beaumont (City) adopted the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan (Specific 
Plan), which included the approval of 560 single-family residential dwelling units with lot sizes 
ranging from 7,000 to 20,000 square feet on approximately 200 acres in the City of Beaumont. 
The overall gross density of the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan was 2.8 dwelling units (du) per acre 
(ac). The Specific Plan included four planning areas, pocket parks, trails, open space, 
circulation, and a neighborhood park. The Specific Plan was accompanied by a General Plan 
Amendment, Pre-zoning, LAFCO Annexation, and a Development Agreement. The City also 
certified the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan EIR in August 2007. The Sunny-Cal Specific Plan EIR 
provided CEQA level analysis for the Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment, Pre-zoning, 
LAFCO Annexation, and the Development Agreement associated with the Sunny-Cal Specific 
Plan. The Sunny-Cal Specific Plan EIR was challenged in 2007 and was upheld by the California 
Court of Appeals in 2010.  

The majority of the Specific Plan area was annexed from the County of Riverside to the City of 
Beaumont in 2017. Although the Specific Plan Project was approved by the City of Beaumont 
and LAFCO, no development has occurred on the project site. The Beaumont Summit Station 
Specific Plan represents the amendments to the original Specific Plan which are described 



 
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION PROJECT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND MSHCP CONSISTENCY REPORT 

 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING  4 

below in Section 2.2.2 and are the subject of the analysis of this Biological Resources and 
MSCHP Consistency Report.  

2.2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, 
Tentative Parcel Map, Plot Plan Approval, and a Development Agreement. The project site is 
divided into five parcels, with Parcels 1, 2, and 3 (Specific Plan Planning Area 1) designated for 
e-commerce uses with supporting office; the project proposes to amend the existing General 
Plan designation from Single-Family Residential to Industrial to allow for these uses. Parcels 1, 
2, and 3 are proposed to be developed with three separate e-commerce buildings, as follows: 

• Building 1: 985,860 square feet  
• Building 2: 1,213,235 square feet 
• Building 3: 358,370 square feet  

Parcel 4 (Specific Plan Planning Area 2) would include the development of up to 150,000 
square feet of commercial uses; the project proposes to amend the existing General Plan 
designation from Single-Family Residential to General Commercial for Parcel 4 to allow for these 
uses:  

• Four-story hotel: 100,000 square feet (220 hotel rooms) 
• Restaurant: 25,000 square feet 
• Retail: 25,000 square feet 

Parcel 5 (Specific Plan Planning Area 3) would remain as open space. The existing General Plan 
designation of Single Family Residential would be amended to Open Space. The proposed 
project would also include various on-site and off-site improvements including roadway 
improvements, utility connections, and rights-of-way to support the project. The amendments 
to the Specific Plan are summarized in Table 1, below. 

Table 1. Existing and Proposed Land Use within the Beaumont Summit Station Project 

Land Use Sunny-Cal Specific Plan (2007) 
Beaumont Summit Station Specific 
Plan (Specific Plan amendments) 

(2021) 
Low Density Residential 158.65 acres 560 dwelling units 15.09 acres 41 units 

E-Commerce 
 -- -- 138.63 acres 

 
2,648,530 sf 

 
Commercial 
   Hotel 
   Retail 
   Restaurant 

-- -- 12.85 acres 

 
24,217 sf 
25,750 sf 
10,954 sf 

Open Space 
    Park/Trail 
    Buffer/Open Space 

21.15 acres 
8.71 acres 

 
0 acres 

28.88 acres 
Road 9.8 acres 4.55 acres 
Total 200 acres 200 acres 
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The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 (California Department of Toxic Substances Control list of 
various hazardous sites). 

2.3 GENERAL SETTING 

The northern perimeter of the project site is bounded by Cherry Valley Boulevard, with active 
construction occurring immediately north of the roadway. To the east of the project site are rural 
residential buildings as well as agricultural land uses. The western portion of the project site is 
surrounded by undeveloped vacant land which is further bounded by I-10. The southern side of 
the project site is surrounded by Brookside Avenue; beyond Brookside Avenue is residential 
development in the form of single and multi-family home communities.  

2.4 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Federal, state, and local agencies have established several regulations to protect and conserve 
biological resources. The descriptions below provide a brief overview of agency regulations that 
may be applicable to the project. The regulating agencies make the final determination as to 
what types of permits are required. 

Federal Regulations  

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.), as amended, 
provides for listing of endangered and threatened species of plants and animals and designation 
of critical habitat for listed species. The ESA regulates the “take” of any endangered fish or 
wildlife species, per Section 9. As development is proposed, the responsible agency or 
individual landowner is required to consult with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
assess potential impacts on listed species (including plants) or their critical habitat, pursuant to 
Sections 7 and 10 of the ESA. USFWS is required to make a determination as to the extent of 
impact a project would have on a particular species. If it is determined that potential impacts on 
a species would likely occur, measures to avoid or reduce such impacts must be identified. 
USFWS may issue an incidental take statement, following consultation and the issuance of a 
Biological Opinion. This allows for take of the species that is incidental to another authorized 
activity, provided that the action will not adversely affect the existence of the species. Section 
10 of the ESA provides for issuance of incidental take permits to non-federal parties with the 
development of a habitat conservation plan (HCP); Section 7 provides for permitting of federal 
projects. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA; 16 U.S.C. § 703 et seq.) is a federal statute that 
implements treaties with several countries on the conservation and protection of migratory 
birds. The number of bird species covered by the MBTA is extensive and listed at 50 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 10.13. The USFWS enforces the MBTA, which prohibits “by any 
means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, [or] kill” any migratory bird, or attempt 
such actions, except as permitted by regulation. 
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Clean Water Act 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.), the Corps is 
authorized to regulate any activity that would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the U.S. (including wetlands), which include those waters listed in 33 CFR 328.3 
(51 Federal Register [FR] 41217, November 13, 1986; 53 FR 20764, June 6, 1988) and further 
defined by the 2001 Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. Army Corps of Engineers 
(SWANCC; 531 U.S. 159) decision and the 2006 Rapanos v. United States (547 U.S. 715) 
decision. The Corps, with oversight from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
has the principal authority to issue CWA Section 404 permits. The Corps would require a 
Standard Individual Permit (SIP) for more than minimal impacts to waters of the U.S. as 
determined by the Corps. Projects with minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the 
environment may meet the conditions of an existing Nationwide Permit (NWP). 

A Water Quality Certification or waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1341) 
is required for all Section 404 permitted actions. The RWQCB, a division of the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), provides oversight of the Section 401 certification process 
in California. The RWQCB is required to provide Water Quality Certification for licenses or 
permits that authorize an activity that may result in a discharge from a point source into a 
waters of the U.S. Water Quality Certification authorization “is limited to assuring that a 
discharge from a Federally licensed or permitted activity will comply with water quality 
requirements” (40 CFR 121.3).  

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the permitting program for 
discharge of pollutants into surface waters of the U.S. under Section 402 of the CWA (33 
U.S.C. § 1342).  

State Regulations  

California Environmental Quality Act  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California Public Resources Code § 21000 et 
seq.) was established in 1970 as California’s counterpart to the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). CEQA requires state and local agencies to identify significant environmental 
impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, where feasible.  

CEQA applies to certain activities of state and local public agencies. A public agency must 
comply with CEQA when it undertakes an activity defined by CEQA as a "project." A project is 
an activity undertaken by a public agency or a private activity, which must receive some 
discretionary approval (meaning that the agency has the authority to deny the requested permit 
or approval) from a government agency that may cause either a direct physical change in the 
environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the environment. 

California Endangered Species Act and Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 

The California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (CESA; California Fish and Game Code [CFGC] 
§ 2050 et seq.), in combination with the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CFGC § 
1900 et seq.), regulates the listing and take of plant and animal species designated as 
endangered, threatened, or rare within the state. California also lists species of special concern 

Deleted: of 1972 

Deleted: must certify “that there is a reasonable assurance that 
the activity will be conducted in a manner which will not violate 
water quality standards” (40 CFR 121.2(a)(3)). Water Quality 
Certifications must be based on the findings that a proposed 
discharge will comply with applicable water quality standards.
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based on limited distribution; declining populations; diminishing habitat; or unusual scientific, 
recreational, or educational value. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is 
responsible for assessing development projects for their potential to impact listed species and 
their habitats. State-listed special-status species are addressed through the issuance of a 2081 
permit (Memorandum of Understanding).  

In 1991, the California Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act (CFGC § 2800 et 
seq.) was approved and the NCCP Coastal Sage Scrub program was initiated in Southern 
California. The NCCP program was established “to provide for regional protection and 
perpetuation of natural wildlife diversity while allowing compatible land use and appropriate 
development and growth.” The NCCP Act encourages preparation of plans that address habitat 
conservation and management on an ecosystem basis rather than one species or habitat at a 
time. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1602  

Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1602 of the CFGC, CDFW regulates all diversions, 
obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake 
that supports fish or wildlife. A Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration must be submitted 
to CDFW for “any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake” (CFGC § 1602). 
CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats associated with watercourses and wetland habitats 
supported by a river, lake, or stream. Jurisdictional waters are delineated by the outer edge of 
riparian vegetation (i.e., drip line) or at the top of the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is 
wider. CDFW jurisdiction does not include tidal areas or isolated resources (e.g., riparian or 
wetland areas not supported by a river, lake, or stream). CDFW reviews the proposed actions 
and, if necessary, submits (to the applicant) a proposal that includes measures to protect 
affected fish and wildlife resources. The final proposal that is mutually agreed upon by CDFW 
and the applicant is the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3511, 3513, 3801, 4700, 5050, and 5515 

CDFW protects and manages fish, wildlife, and native plant resources within California. The 
California Fish and Game Commission and/or CDFW are responsible for issuing permits for the 
take or possession of protected species. The following sections of the CFGC address protected 
species: Section 3511 (birds), Section 4700 (mammals), Section 5050 (reptiles and 
amphibians), and Section 5515 (fish). In addition, the protection of birds of prey is provided for 
in Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800 of the CFGC. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code § 13000 et seq.) provides 
for statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The SWRCB was established as the 
statewide authority and nine separate RWQCBs were developed to oversee water quality on a 
day-to-day basis. The RWQCBs have primary responsibility for protecting water quality in 
California. As discussed above, the RWQCBs regulate discharges to surface waters under the 
CWA. In addition, the RWQCBs are responsible for administering the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act.  
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Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the state is given authority to 
regulate waters of the State, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including 
saline waters. As such, any person proposing to discharge waste into a water body that could 
affect its water quality must first file a Report of Waste Discharge if a Section 404 permit is not 
required for the activity. “Waste” is partially defined as any waste substance associated with 
human habitation, including fill material discharged into water bodies. 

Regional and Local Plans 

Western Riverside MSHCP 

The Western Riverside County MSHCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation/planning 
program for Western Riverside County. The intent of the MSHCP is to preserve native 
vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple species, rather than focusing preservation 
efforts on one species at a time. The MSHCP provides coverage (including take authorization 
for listed species) for special-status plant and animal species, as well as mitigation for impacts 
to special-status species and associated native habitats. 

Through agreements with the USFWS and CDFW, the MSHCP designates 146 special-status 
animal and plant species as Covered Species, of which the majority have no project-specific 
survey/conservation requirements. The MSHCP provides mitigation for project-specific impacts 
to these species for projects that are compliant/consistent with MSHCP requirements, such that 
the impacts are reduced to below a level of significance pursuant to CEQA. 

The Covered Species that are not yet adequately conserved have additional requirements for 
these species to ultimately be considered ‘adequately conserved’. A number of these species 
have survey requirements based on a project’s occurrence within a designated MSHCP survey 
area and/or based on the presence of suitable habitat. These include Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species (MSHCP Volume I, Section 6.1.3), as identified by the Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
Survey Areas (NEPSSA); Criteria Area Plant Species (MSHCP Volume I, Section 6.3.2) identified 
by the Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Areas (CAPSSA); animal species (burrowing owl, 
mammals, amphibians, and invertebrates) identified by survey areas (MSHCP Volume I, Section 
6.3.2); and species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pool habitats, including 
least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), western yellow-
billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), and three species of fairy shrimp (MSHCP Volume I, 
Section 6.1.2). An additional 28 species (MSHCP Volume I, Table 9.3) not yet adequately 
conserved have species-specific objectives for the species to become adequately conserved. 
However, these species do not have project-specific survey requirements. 

The goal of the MSHCP is to have a total Conservation Area in excess of 500,000 acres, 
including approximately 347,000 acres on existing Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Lands, and 
approximately 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands targeted within the MSHCP Criteria 
Area. The MSHCP is divided into 16 separate Area Plans, each with its own conservation goals 
and objectives. Within each Area Plan, the Criteria Area is divided into Subunits, and further 
divided into Criteria Cells and Cell Groups (a group of criteria cells). Each Cell Group and 
ungrouped, independent Cell has designated “criteria” for the purpose of targeting additional 
conservation lands for acquisition. Projects located within the Criteria Area are subject to the 
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Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy (HANS) process to determine if lands 
are targeted for inclusion in the MSHCP Reserve. In addition, all projects located within the 
Criteria Area are subject to the Joint Project Review (JPR) process, where the project is 
reviewed by the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) to determine overall 
compliance/consistency with the biological requirements of the MSHCP.   
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3 Methods 
On April 22 and May 12, 2021, RBC biologists surveyed the project site and conducted 
vegetation mapping, a general biological survey, and habitat assessments for special-status 
plant and wildlife species, including species associated with MSHCP survey areas and MSHCP-
designated riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats. 

Additionally, RBC regulatory specialists conducted an initial jurisdictional assessment of the 
project site including a 100-foot buffer on April 22, 2021 and a formal aquatic resources 
delineation on June 3 and 7, 2021 to identify any areas that may be considered jurisdictional 
under the Corps pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA; the RWQCB pursuant to Section 401 of 
the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act; and the CDFW pursuant to Division 
2, Chapter 6, Section 1600 – 1602 of the CFGC to comply with CEQA and MSHCP 
requirements. RBC regulatory specialists also assessed the project site for MSHCP-designated 
riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats, as defined by Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, during the 
formal aquatic resources delineation. 

3.1 DATABASE SEARCH  

Prior to conducting field surveys, existing information regarding biological resources present or 
potentially present within the project area was obtained through a review of pertinent literature 
and databases, including, but not limited to: 

• CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2021a) 
• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic Inventory (CNPS 2021) 
• USFWS Special-status Species Database (USFWS 2021a) 
• USFWS IPaC Database (USFWS 2021b) 
• National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Database (USFWS 2021c) 
• Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soils Survey Database (NRCS 

2021) 
• Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) MSHCP Information Map (RCA 2021a) 
• USGS National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) (USGS 2020) 

The CNDDB and USFWS database queries were conducted for the project site plus a 1-mile 
radius. The CNPS Electronic Inventory search was conducted for the USGS 7.5’ El Casco 
quadrangle for an elevation range of approximately 2,400 to 2,600 feet above mean sea level 
(amsl). The potential for special-status species, including MSHCP covered species, to occur 
within the project site was refined by considering the habitat affinities of each species, field 
habitat assessments, vegetation mapping, and knowledge of local biological resources. 

3.2 RCA MSHCP INFORMATION MAP QUERY 

The RCA MSCHP Information Map was used to compare the project footprint against any 
mapped survey or conservation areas as established in the MSHCP. These areas include 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Areas (NEPSSA); Criteria Area Species Survey Areas 
(CASSA); Burrowing Owl, Mammals, Amphibians, and Invertebrate survey areas (MSHCP 
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Volume I, Section 6.3.2); and Cellgroups and Criteria Cells. Per compliance with the MSHCP, 
the project would require habitat assessments and/or focused surveys according to this query 
and compliance with additional project review processes as prescribed by Criteria Cells.  

3.3 VEGETATION MAPPING AND GENERAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS  

RBC biologists conducted vegetation mapping in the field to provide a baseline of the biological 
resources that occur or have the potential to occur within the project site on April 22, 2021 
(Figure 2). RBC conducted vegetation mapping by walking throughout the project site and 
mapping vegetation communities on aerial photographs at a 1:2400 scale (1 inch = 200 feet).  

The extent of each habitat type (delineated as a habitat polygon on the vegetation maps) was 
calculated using the ArcGIS Collector Geographic Information System (GIS). Habitats were 
classified based on the dominant and characteristic plant species in accordance with vegetation 
community classifications outlined in Holland’s Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural 
Communities of California (Holland 1986) and consistent with MSHCP vegetation mapping 
classification.  

RBC biologists conducted a general biological survey for plants and wildlife concurrently with 
vegetation mapping on April 22, 2021. Photos taken during the general biological survey are 
provided in Appendix A. Plant species encountered during the field survey were identified and 
recorded in field notebooks. Plant species that could not be identified were brought to the 
laboratory for identification using the dichotomous keys in the Jepson Manual (Baldwin et al. 
2012) and following the taxonomic treatment of the Jepson Manual with input from the Western 
Riverside County Annotated Checklist (Roberts 2004). A complete list of the vascular plant 
species observed during all site visits to the project site is presented in Appendix B. 

Wildlife species were documented during the field survey by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other 
signs, and were recorded in field notebooks. Binoculars (10X42 magnification) were used to aid 
in the identification of wildlife. In addition to species observed during the surveys, RBC 
assessed the expected wildlife use of the project site based on known habitat preferences of 
local species and knowledge of their biogeographic distribution in the region. A complete list of 
wildlife species observed during all visits to the project site is presented in Appendix B; scientific 
and common names of wildlife follow CDFW’s Special Animals List (CDFW 2021b).  

3.4 SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES SURVEYS 

The locations of observed biological resources designated as special-status by the USFWS, 
CDFW, CNPS, and/or the MSHCP, were recorded in field notebooks, on aerial maps, and/or 
using the geographic information system (GIS) application ArcGIS Collector. 

MARVIN’S ONION AND MANY-STEMMED DUDLEYA HABITAT ASSESSMENT & 
SURVEYS 

The RCA MSHCP Information Map revealed that the project is located within a NEPSSA for 
Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya (RCA 2021a). On April 22 and May 12, 2021 RBC 
qualified botanists assessed the suitability of habitat within the project site to support MSHCP 
Narrow Endemic species Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya and surveyed the site for 
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each species. The project site was walked and assessed for the presence of suitable habitat 
and species. The surrounding 100-foot buffer was surveyed via binoculars for the potential to 
support special-status floral species.  

BURROWING OWL SURVEYS 

The RCA MSHCP Information Map revealed that the project is located within a MSHCP 
Burrowing Owl Survey Area (RCA 2021a). RBC assessed the project site for suitable burrowing 
owl habitat on April 22, 2021 in accordance with the Western Riverside MSHCP Burrowing Owl 
Survey Instructions (RCA 2005). As a result, RBC conducted protocol burrowing owl surveys 
during the breeding season (March 1 to August 31). RBC biologists conducted four surveys 
between May 12, 2021 and July 6, 2021 (Appendix C). Surveys were not conducted during 
rain, dense fog, or when high winds were greater than 20 miles per hour. 

RBC biologists walked transects spaced 7-20 meters (20-60 feet) apart through suitable 
burrowing owl habitat within the project site plus a 500-foot buffer. RBC biologists used 
binoculars (10x42) to scan the survey area for owls, active and potential burrows, and/or sign of 
owls. RBC examined all suitable burrows for sign, including feathers, pellets, excrement (e.g., 
scat and whitewash), and prey remains. RBC considered burrows to be active if a burrowing 
owl was observed at or near the entrance or if evidence of recent sign was present. Biologists 
documented all suitable burrows in ArcGIS Collector. 

LEAST BELL’S VIREO SURVEYS 

On April 22, 2021 RBC assessed the project site for species associated with riparian/riverine 
and vernal pool habitat as defined by Volume 1, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP; USFWS protocol-
level surveys for least Bell’s vireo were initiated on the same day following the observation of an 
individual least Bell’s vireo male in the southwestern drainage. Based on this siting, protocol 
surveys for the species were conducted thereafter to determine the status of the species on-site 
(Appendix D). RBC conducted protocol surveys within suitable riparian habitat in the western 
portion of the project site, as well as a 500-foot buffer. Surveys were completed between April 
22, 2021 and July 16, 2021. RBC conducted the surveys in accordance with the USFWS Least 
Bell’s Vireo Survey Guidelines (USFWS 2001).  

3.5 AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION 

RBC conducted a formal aquatic resources delineation per the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW 
regulations, guidelines, and protocols on June 3 and 7, 2021 to identify any areas that may be 
considered jurisdictional under the Corps pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, the RWQCB 
pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and the 
CDFW pursuant to Section 1602 of the CFGC (Appendix E).  

Prior to the formal aquatic resources delineation, field maps were created using GIS and a color 
aerial photograph at a 1:150 scale. RBC also reviewed USGS NHD (USGS 2020) and 
topography data, USFWS NWI data (USFWS 2021c), and NRCS soils data (NRCS 2021; 
Appendix F) to further determine the potential locations of aquatic resources within the project 
site and the surrounding 100-foot buffer. RBC also utilized Google Earth Pro to assess current 
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and historic presence or absence of flows and/or ponding in the project site and buffer (Google 
Earth Pro 2021).  

Staff evaluated all areas with depressions, drainage patterns, wetland vegetation, and/or 
riparian vegetation within the project site and buffer for potential jurisdictional status, with focus 
on the presence of defined channels and/or wetland vegetation, riparian vegetation, soils, and 
hydrology.  

Lateral limits of potential non-wetland waters of the U.S. for the Corps and the RWQCB were 
identified using field indicators of an Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) as outlined in A Field 
Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark in the Arid West Region of the 
Western United States (Corps 2008a). Additionally, staff examined potential Corps and RWQCB 
jurisdictional wetland areas using the routine determination methods set forth in Part IV, Section 
D, Subsection 2 of the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental 
Laboratory 1987), the 2008 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Arid West Region Version 2.0 (Corps 2008b), and The State Policy for 
Water Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or 
Fill Material to Waters of the State (SWRCB 2021).  

CDFW potential jurisdictional boundaries were determined based on the presence of lake 
and/or streambed and riparian habitat or wetland areas supported by (i.e., adjacent or 
connected to) a lake or streambed, based on the definition of streambed as outlined at 14 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) § 1.72 and in the 1987 Rutherford v. State of California 
decision (188 Cal. App. 3d 1268).  

Complete methods are presented in the Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resources 
Delineation Report (Beaumont Summit Station ARDR; RBC 2022a; Appendix E).  
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4 Results 

4.1 PHYSICAL SETTING  

The project site is composed of nine parcels that support several upland and wetland 
vegetation communities. On-site elevations range from approximately 2,400 to 2,600 feet amsl. 
Seven soil types occur on-site varying in percent slopes (Appendix F).  

The flat areas of the project site are primarily dominated non-native grassland and developed 
habitats. The canyons and drainages within the project site are composed primarily of mulefat 
thickets and non-native riparian, with some occurrences of Riversidean sage scrub. 
Surrounding land uses include open space, agriculture, and residential development. The non-
native grassland in the northern and southern portions of the project appear to be regularly 
disked.  

4.2 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND LAND USES 

The project site supports ten vegetation communities and other land covers, as classified in 
accordance with Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California 
(Holland 1986) and consistent with the MSHCP vegetation mapping classification (Table 2). 
Vegetation within the project site is predominantly comprised of non-native grassland.  

Table 2. Summary of Vegetation within the Beaumont Summit Station Project Site 

Vegetation Community/Land Use Project Site 
(acres) 

Upland 
Chamise Chaparral >0.01 
Developed 48.70 
Disturbed 1.50 
Eucalyptus Woodland 0.12 
Non-native Grassland 134.54 
Riversidean Sage Scrub 0.24 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 1.10 

Riparian 
Blue Elderberry Stands 0.30 
Mulefat Scrub 2.14 
Non-native Riparian 2.32 

Total 190.991 
1 Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available 
upon request) and thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly 
add up in this table. 

Upland Vegetation Communities 

Chamise Chaparral 

This chaparral vegetation community (>0.01 acre) is overwhelmingly dominated by chamise 
(Adenostoma fasciculatum). Within the project site, the chamise chaparral contains some 
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individuals of California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) and it occurs along the 
northwestern project boundary. Chamise chaparral continues as patches within non-native 
grassland west of the project.  

Developed 

Developed land (48.70 acres) within the project site does not support native vegetation and 
includes human-made structures. Within the project site, developed habitat includes the 
buildings and paved surfaces associated with the former agricultural operations.  

Disturbed 

Disturbed land (1.50 acres) is typically classified as land on which the native vegetation has 
been significantly altered by agriculture, construction, or other land-clearing activities, and the 
species composition and site conditions are not characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant 
association (e.g. disturbed Riversidean sage scrub). Disturbed habitat is typically found in 
vacant lots, along roadsides, within construction staging areas, and in abandoned fields. The 
habitat is typically dominated by non-native annual species and perennial broadleaf species. 
Disturbed habitat on the project site occurs within the gravel driveways and staging areas that 
support the sparse growth of non-native grasses and forbaceous species. A few Mexican fan 
palms (Washingtonia robusta) also occur within the driveway near the eastern entrance to the 
project site off of Cherry Valley Boulevard. 

Eucalyptus Woodland 

Eucalyptus woodland (Eucalyptus spp.) habitat (0.12 acre) ranges from single-species thickets 
with little or no shrubby understory to scattered trees over a well-developed herbaceous and 
shrubby understory. In most cases, eucalyptus forms a dense stand with a closed canopy. 
Eucalyptus species produces a large amount of leaf and bark litter, the chemical and physical 
characteristics of which limit the ability of other species to grow in the understory, decreasing 
floristic diversity. A large stand of eucalyptus woodland occurs west of the project site towards 
I-10; the eastern extent of the large stand occurs along the western border of the project site. 

Non-native Grassland 

The non-native grassland within the project site (134.54 acres) is dominated by ripgut grass 
(Bromus diandrus) but also contains occurrences of other non-native grass and forbaceous 
species such as red brome (Bromus rubens), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and 
short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana). Rigid fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii) was observed 
within the non-native grassland habitat growing out of the topographical depressions in the 
western portion of project site. The project site is frequently mowed and had been grazed in the 
past using cattle, keeping non-native grasses and ruderal species fairly low to the ground. Non-
native grassland occurs throughout much of the project site.  

Riversidean Sage Scrub 

Riversidean sage scrub (0.24 acre) is a form of coastal sage scrub found in Riverside County 
consisting of low, soft shrubs. The project site supports small patches of Riversidean sage 
scrub that are dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and California 
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buckwheat and contain non-native grasses between shrubs. Riversidean sage scrub is found in 
the southwestern portion of the project site and off-site along the southern project boundary.  

Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 

Mature individuals of Torrey’s scrub oak (Quercus x acutidens) form distinct stands (1.10 acres) 
occurring along the upper banks of canyons and drainages within the western portion of the 
project. Torrey’s scrub oak is a small oak tree and on-site Torrey’s scrub oak do not exceed 25 
feet in height. Non-native grasses occur as the understory between individual trees. The stands 
of Torrey’s scrub oak within the project site do not represent a specific vegetation community 
(e.g., scrub oak chaparral), but are a monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from 
the surrounding non-native grassland habitat. 

Riparian Vegetation Communities 

Blue Elderberry Stands 

Individual stands of blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) occur within the project site 
(0.30 acre). Blue elderberry is a tall woody shrub that can grow up to 25 feet tall. The blue 
elderberry trees within the project site do not represent a specific vegetation community, rather 
a monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the surrounding non-native 
grassland habitat. Blue elderberry is not a hydrophytic, or wetland-exclusive, plant species; it 
can be found growing in both upland and riparian habitats. However, this stand of trees is 
included in the riparian community discussion for the purposes of this analysis due to its 
location exclusively within the drainages in the project site.  

Mulefat Scrub 

Mulefat scrub (2.14 acres) consists of mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) as the dominant or co-
dominant species within a continuous shrub canopy or thicket. A few isolated, individual willows 
(Salix spp.) also occur within the continuous mulefat scrub. The herbaceous layer is typically 
sparse. The mulefat scrub within the project site is approximately 10-15 feet in height and co-
occurs with the blue elderberry stands and non-native riparian vegetation within the canyons 
and drainages in the southwest.  

Non-native Riparian 

This habitat includes densely vegetated riparian thickets dominated by non-native, invasive 
species. Within the project site, non-native riparian habitat (2.32 acres) consists of a monotypic 
stands of tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), occurring within the drainages in the southwestern 
portion of the project. Tree of heaven are large trees with some individuals exceeding 30 feet in 
height. Virtually no understory occurs within the stands of tree of heaven that occur within the 
project site.  

4.3 PLANTS AND WILDLIFE 

The project area supports a low diversity of vegetation communities and plant species diversity. 
A total of 29 plant species (46 percent native, 54 percent non-native) were observed during 
project biological surveys (Appendix B). A total of 43 bird species, one reptile species, two 
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mammal species, and one invertebrate species were observed or presumed present based on 
track and/or scat (Appendix B). Twilight/nighttime surveys were not conducted, therefore 
crepuscular and nocturnal animals are likely under-represented in the project species list; 
however, habitat assessments were performed for all special-status species to ensure that any 
potentially-present rare species are adequately addressed herein. 

Special-status biological resources are those defined as follows:  

1) Species that have been given special recognition by federal, state, or local 
conservation agencies and organizations due to limited, declining, or 
threatened/endangered population sizes;  

2) Species and habitat types recognized by local and regional resource agencies as 
sensitive;  

3) Habitat areas or vegetation communities that are unique, are of relatively limited 
distribution, or are of particular value to wildlife;  

4) Wildlife corridors and habitat linkages; and/or  

5) Biological resources that may or may not be considered sensitive, but are regulated 
under local, state, and/or federal laws. 

For the purposes of this report, species are considered to have special-status if they meet one 
or more of the following criteria: 

• Listed or considered for listing or proposed for listing under the ESA or CESA 
(CDFW 2021b; USFWS 2021a) 

• Included on the CDFW Special Animals List (CDFW 2021a) 
• CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2021a) 
• CDFW Fully Protected Species (CDFW 2021a) 
• Listed as having a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR; formerly CNPS List, CNPS 

2021) 
• Western Riverside MSHCP Section 9.2 Covered Species List (RCA 2003) 

4.3.1 NARROW ENDEMIC AND FEDERALLY/STATE LISTED PLANT SPECIES 

The project site occurs within the NEPSSA for Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya, 
which are MSHCP narrow endemic plant species. A habitat assessment and focused survey for 
both Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya was conducted on April 22, 2021 and a 
second focused survey was conducted on May 12, 2021. No suitable habitat for these species 
was observed within the project site and no occurrences of either species was observed. The 
potential for these plants to occur is further addressed in Table 3. No other MSCHP narrow 
endemic plant species were identified within or immediately adjacent to the project site or have 
the potential to occur within the project site.  

No federally or state listed threatened or endangered plants were observed during general 
biological surveys and none have a moderate or high potential to occur on the project site 



 
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION PROJECT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND MSHCP CONSISTENCY REPORT 

 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING  18 

based on the lack of suitable habitats. Additionally, there are no records of federally or state 
listed species occurring within or immediately adjacent to the project site.  

Table 3. Assessment of Narrow Endemic Plant Species Potential to Occur within the Project 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

Many-stemmed 
dudleya (Dudleya 
multicaulis) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.2 

Perennial herb. Blooms Apr-
July. Coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, valley grassland. 
Elevation 50-855 ft.  

No potential to occur. Sage scrub 
habitat on-site is minimal, and the 
site occurs outside the species’ 
elevation range. Additionally, 
species was not observed during 
surveys (RBC 2021).  

Yucaipa onion 
(Allium marvinii) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.2 

Perennial bulbiferous herb. 
Blooms Jan-July. Chaparral. 
2,495-3,495 ft. 

No potential to occur. No suitable 
chaparral habitat on-site and was 
not observed during surveys (RBC 
2021). 

California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 
1B: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
 
CRPR Threat Ranks 
0.1: Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 
0.2: Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
 
FE: Endangered Species Act (ESA) Federally Endangered Species 
FT: ESA Federally Threatened Species 
SE: California Endangered Species Act (CESA) State Endangered Species 
ST: CESA Federally Threatened Species 
SSC: California Species of Special Concern 
WRC: Western Riverside County MSHCP-covered species 

4.3.2 NON-FEDERALLY/STATE LISTED SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES 

Other special-status plant species include those that are California Species of Special Concern 
(SSC) or are a CRPR List 1 or 2 (CNPS 2021). The CRPR system was created by the CNPS, 
which is a statewide resource conservation organization that has developed an inventory of 
California's sensitive plant species. The CRPR system is recognized by the CDFW and 
essentially serves as an early warning list of potential candidate species for threatened or 
endangered status. The CRPR system is categorized as outlined in Table 4.  

No non-federally/state listed plant species have a moderate or high potential to occur on the 
project site based on the lack of suitable habitats. Non-federally/state-listed special-status 
plants with the potential to occur on site are provided in Table 5. Additionally, there are no 
records of non-federally or state listed special status species occurring within or immediately 
adjacent to the project site. 

Deleted: California Native Plant Society (

Deleted: )
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Table 4. California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) Definitions 

California Rare Plant Rank 
(CRPR) 

1A presumed extirpated in California and rare or extinct 
elsewhere 

1B rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 
elsewhere 

2A presumed extirpated in California but more common 
elsewhere 

2B rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more 
common elsewhere 

3 plants for which more information needed 
4 plants of limited distribution 

CRPR Threat Ranks 

0.1 
Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of 
occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy 
of threat) 

0.2 
Moderately threatened in California (20-80% 
occurrences threatened / moderate degree and 
immediacy of threat) 

0.3 
Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences 
threatened / low degree and immediacy of threat or no 
current threats known) 

 

Table 5. Assessment of Special-Status Plant Species Potential to Occur within the Project 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

Coulter’s goldfields 
(Lasthenia glabrata 
ssp. coulteri) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.1 

Annual herb. Blooms Feb-
June. Marshes and swamps, 
playas, vernal pools. Elevation 
5-4,005 ft. 

No potential to occur. No suitable 
marsh or vernal pool habitat on-
site. 

Horn’s milk-vetch 
(Astragalus hornii 
var. hornii) 

CRPR 1B.1 
Annual herb. Blooms May-
Oct. Alkali sink, wetland-
riparian.  

No potential to occur. No alkali sink 
habitat on-site.  

Jaeger’s milk-
vetch (Astragalus 
pachypus var. 
jaegeri) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.1 

Perennial shrub. Blooms Dec-
June. Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland. 
Elevation 1,200-3,200 ft. 

Low. Grassland habitat on-site is 
highly disturbed and scrub habitat 
is minimal. 

Parry’s spineflower 
(Chorizanthe parryi 
var. parryi) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.1 

Annual herb. Blooms Apr-
June. Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland. 
Elevation 900-4,005 ft. 

Low. Grassland habitat on-site is 
highly disturbed and scrub habitat 
is minimal. 



 
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION PROJECT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND MSHCP CONSISTENCY REPORT 

 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING  20 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

San Bernardino 
aster 
(Symphyotrichum 
defoliatum) 

CRPR 1B.2 

Perennial rhizomatous herb. 
Blooms July-Nov. Cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
lower montane coniferous 
forest, marshes and swamps, 
meadows and seeps, valley 
and foothill grasslands. 
Elevation 5-6,695 ft.  

Low. Grassland habitat on-site is 
highly disturbed and scrub habitat 
is minimal.  

Smooth tarplant 
(Centromadia 
pungens ssp. 
laevis) 

WRC, CRPR 
1B.1 

Annual herb. Blooms Apr-Sep. 
Shadscale scrub, alkali sink, 
valley grassland. Elevation 
330- 2,000 ft. 

No potential to occur. Grassland 
habitat on-site is highly disturbed, 
and the site occurs outside the 
species elevation range. 

Spiny-hair blazing 
star (Mentzelia 
tricuspis) 

CRPR 2B.1 Annual herb. Blooms Mar-
May. Creosote bush scrub.  

No potential to occur. No creosote 
bush scrub on-site. 

California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 
1B: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
 

CRPR Threat Ranks 
0.1: Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 
0.2: Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
 
FE: Endangered Species Act (ESA) Federally Endangered Species 
FT: ESA Federally Threatened Species 
SE: California Endangered Species Act (CESA) State Endangered Species 
ST: CESA Federally Threatened Species 
SSC: California Species of Special Concern 
WRC: Western Riverside County MSHCP-covered species 

4.3.3 FEDERALLY/STATE LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES 

One federally and state endangered species, least bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), was detected 
during protocol-level surveys the project site; the results of the protocol least Bell’s vireo are 
discussed below (Figure 2). No other federally or state listed wildlife species were documented 
on or adjacent to the site during the various biological surveys or are expected to occur based 
on the disturbed nature of the site and limited native habitat. CNDDB and USFWS database 
results do not identify federally or state listed wildlife within or immediately adjacent to the 
project site. Historical occurrences of Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), coastal 
Californica gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), southwestern willow flycatcher, 
southern rubber boa (Charina umbratica), and crotch bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) have been 
recorded within one to three miles of the project site (Figure 4A and 4B; CDFW 2021a, USFWS 
2021a) but none of these species are expected on site due to the lack of suitable habitat (Table 
6). No other federally or state listed species have potential to occur on the project site.  

No USFWS designated critical habitat occurs within or immediately adjacent the project site, or 
within three miles of the project site (Figure 4B).  
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Table 6. Assessment of Federally/State Listed Wildlife Species Potential to Occur within the 
Project Site 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

INVERTEBRATES 

Crotch bumble 
bee (Bombus 
crotchii) 

SCE Arid shrublands and grasslands 
in coastal and foothill areas of 
southern California. Nectar 
plants include milkweeds, 
buckwheat, and lupines. 

Low to moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable arid grassland 
and shrubland present on site; 
however nectar plants limited. 

REPTILES 
Southern rubber 
boa (Charina 
umbratica) 

WRC, ST Found in oak and conifer forests 
at elevations between 5,00 and 
8,00 feet. 

Low. Suitable habitat and 
elevations not present.  

BIRDS 
Coastal California 
gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila 
californica 
californica) 

WRC, FT, 
SSC 

Found in sage scrub habitats, 
often on slopes. Nests in shrubs 
including sagebrush, 
buckwheat, and sage. 

Low. Although Riversidean sage 
scrub is present on site, habitat 
is extremely limited and 
fragmented, and not of 
adequate size/quality to support 
this species. 

Least Bell's vireo 
(Vireo bellii pusillus) 

WRC, FE 
(when 
nesting); 
SE (when 
nesting) 

Riparian woodland with 
understory of dense young 
willows or mulefat and willow 
canopy. Nests often placed 
along internal or external edges 
of riparian thickets. 

Individual male observed during 
early focused surveys during 
2021 biological surveys (surveys 
1 and 2 of 8 focused surveys). 
No females or nesting observed. 

Southwestern 
willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii 
extimus) 

WRC, FE, 
SE (when 
nesting) 

Found in dense riparian 
woodlands and forests. Often 
nests on or near lakes, streams, 
and rivers.  

Very low to no potential. Suitable 
dense riparian forest habitat not 
present. 

Western yellow-
billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus 
americanus) 

WRC, FT, 
SE 

Found in wooded riparian 
habitat with dense cover and 
water nearby, including 
woodlands with low, scrubby, 
vegetation, overgrown orchards, 
abandoned farmland, and 
dense thickets along streams 
and marshes. Nests in willows 
with deep understory foliage 
with nearby cottonwood forests 
for foraging. 
 

Very low to no potential. Suitable 
dense riparian forest habitat not 
present. 
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Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

MAMMALS 
Stephens' 
kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys 
stephensi) 

WRC, FE; 
ST 

Habitats include annual 
grassland and coastal sage 
scrub with sparse shrub cover. 
Commonly in association with 
Eriogonum fasciculatum, 
Artemisia californica, and 
Erodium cicutarium, in areas 
with loose, friable, well-drained 
soil, and flat or gently rolling 
terrain. 

Low potential to occur. 
Grassland habitat present; 
however, burrow consistent with 
this species not observed during 
2021 biological surveys. 

FE: Federally Endangered (FE) Species under the Endangered Species Act 
FT: Federally Threatened (FT) Species under the Endangered Species Act 
SE: State Endangered (SE) under the California Endangered Species Act 
SCE: State candidate for Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act 
ST: State Threatened (ST) under the California Endangered Species Act 
FP: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Fully Protected (FP) Species 
SSC: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern (SSC) 
WL: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Watch List (WL) Species 

Least Bell’s Vireo 

Suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo within the project site is primarily composed of mulefat 
scrub and non-native riparian vegetation. An individual male least Bell’s vireo was observed in 
mulefat scrub within a drainage in the southwestern portion of the site during the first two of 
eight focused surveys, on April 22 and May 6, 2021 (Figure 2). The individual was observed 
foraging and moving frequently along the mulefat canopy. The lack of observations following the 
first two least Bell’s vireo surveys suggests that this bird was an early season migrant that did 
not establish a nesting territory within the project area. No female vireo or active nests were 
detected during protocol surveys. Complete results from the protocol least Bell’s vireo survey 
are included as Appendix C. 

Least bell’s vireo is covered under the MSHCP as it is also associated with MSCHP 
riparian/riverine habitat.  

4.3.4 NON-FEDERALLY/STATE LISTED SPECIAL-STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES 

The non-federally/state listed special-status wildlife species observed on site during biological 
surveys include coastal whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeris), California horned lark 
(Eremophila alpestris actia), cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), yellow warbler (Setophaga 
petechia), and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii); these species are 
also MSCHP-covered species. No other non-federally/state listed special-status wildlife species 
were observed during biological surveys. Wildlife species observed during the field survey are 
presented in Appendix B. 

The non-federally/state listed special-status wildlife species with moderate to high potential to 
occur include orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra), southern California legless 
lizard (Anniella stebbinsi), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), loggerhead shrike (Lanius 
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ludovicianus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens). All of 
these species are covered species under the MSHCP with the exception of southern California 
legless lizard. Special-status wildlife species with potential to occur on the project site are 
assessed in Table 7. 

Table 7. Assessment of Special-Status Wildlife Species Potential to Occur within the Project Site 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

AMPHIBIANS 
Western spadefoot 
(Spea hammondii) 

WRC, 
SSC 

Temporary ponds, vernal pools, 
and backwaters of flowing 
creeks, as well as adjacent 
upland habitats such as 
grasslands and coastal sage 
scrub for burrowing. 

Low to moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable riparian habitats 
and adjacent upland habitats are 
limited. 

REPTILES 
Coastal whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis tigris 
stejnegeri) 

WRC, 
SSC 

A variety of rocky, sandy, dry 
habitats including sage scrub, 
chaparral, woodlands on friable 
loose soil. 

Present. Observed during 2021 
biological surveys. 

Coast horned 
lizard (Phrynosoma 
blainvillii) 

WRC, 
SSC 

A variety of habitats including 
sage scrub, chaparral, and 
coniferous and broadleaf 
woodlands. Found on sandy or 
friable soils with open scrub. 
Requires open areas, bushes, 
and fine loose soil. 

Low potential to occur. Suitable 
habitats are not present on site; 
and species is more common 
near the coast. 

Orange-throated 
whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis 
hyperythra) 

WRC, WL A variety of habitats including 
sage scrub, chaparral, and 
coniferous and broadleaf 
woodlands. Found on sandy or 
friable soils with open scrub. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable scrub and woodland 
habitats present. 

Southern California 
legless lizard 
(Anniella stebbinsi) 

SSC A variety of habitats including 
scrublands, woodlands, and 
sandy washes. This species 
requires moisture near the 
ground surface and is often 
found under plant litter or 
debris. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable woodland and sandy 
wash habitat present on site. 
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Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

BIRDS 
Burrowing owl 
(Athene 
cunicularia) 

WRC, 
SSC (at 
burrowing 
sites & 
some 
wintering 
sites) 

Found in grasslands and open 
scrub from the coast to foothills. 
Strongly associated with 
California ground squirrel 
(Otospermophilus beecheyi) and 
other fossorial mammal 
burrows. 

Not present. Species not 
observed during focused 2021 
surveys, however suitable 
grasslands and open scrub 
habitat with ground squirrel 
burrows present on site. 

California horned 
lark (Eremophila 
alpestris actia) 

WRC, WL Found from coastal deserts and 
grasslands to alpine dwarf-
shrub habitat above treeline. 
Also seen in coniferous or 
chaparral habitats. 

Present. Species observed on 
site during 2021 biological 
surveys. 

Cooper’s hawk 
(Accipiter cooperii) 

WRC, WL 
(when 
nesting) 

Usually in oak woodlands but 
occasionally in willow or 
eucalyptus woodlands. 

Present. Species observed on 
site during 2021 biological 
surveys. 

Golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos) 

WRC, FP, 
WL (when 
nesting 
and 
wintering) 

Found in arid scrublands and 
grasslands. Requires cliffs to 
nest. 

Low. Suitable cliff habitat 
required to nest or roost is not 
present on site or immediately 
adjacent.  

Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius 
ludovicianus) 

WRC, 
SSC 
(when 
nesting) 

Found within grassland, 
chaparral, desert, and desert 
edge scrub, particularly near 
dense vegetation used for 
nesting. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable foraging habitat is 
present on site.  

Purple martin 
(Progne subis) 

WRC, 
SSC 
(when 
nesting) 

Found in forests and woodlands 
and desert areas. Requires 
nesting cavities. 

Low potential to occur.  

Southern California 
rufous-crowned 
sparrow (Aimophila 
ruficeps 
canescens) 

WRC, WL Found in arid, moderate to 
steep rocky terrain with 
scattered shrub and grass 
cover. 

Low potential to occur. Suitable 
steep rocky terrain not present.  

White-tailed kite 
(Elanus leucurus) 

WRC, FP 
(when 
nesting) 

Found in a variety of habitats 
including grasslands, marshes, 
and rangelands. Nests in large 
trees. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable open grassland habitat 
with suitable nesting trees 
present on site. 

Yellow warbler 
(Setophaga 
petechia) 

WRC, 
SSC 
(when 
nesting) 

Nests in riparian habitats and 
bordering habitats often 
containing willows, 
cottonwoods, and sycamore 
trees. 

Present. Species observed on 
site during 2021 biological 
surveys. 



 
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION PROJECT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND MSHCP CONSISTENCY REPORT 

 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING  25 

Species Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur 

Yellow-breasted 
chat (Icteria virens) 

WRC, 
SSC 
(when 
nesting) 

Nests in dense riparian habitats 
and adjacent habitats often 
containing mulefat and willows. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable mulefat scrub habitat 
present on site. 

MAMMALS 
Los Angeles 
pocket mouse 
(Perognathus 
longimembris 
brevinasus) 

WRC, 
SSC 

Found in low elevation 
grassland, alluvial sage scrub, 
and coastal sage scrub. 
Requires friable soils for 
burrowing. 

Low potential to occur. Alluvial 
sage scrub not present; 
however, grassland and 
Riversidean sage scrub habitat 
present. Sign was not observed 
during 2021 project biological 
surveys. 

Northwestern San 
Diego pocket 
mouse 
(Chaetodipus fallax 
fallax) 

WRC, 
SSC 

Found in desert scrub and rocky 
areas with sandy soils suitable 
for burrowing. Forages on seeds 
of forbs, grasses, and shrubs. 

Low potential to occur. Desert 
scrub and rocky habitat not 
present on site. 

San Diego black-
tailed jackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus 
bennettii) 

WRC, 
SSC 

Habitats include early stages of 
chaparral, open coastal sage 
scrub, and grasslands near the 
edges of brush. Uses open land 
but requires some shrubs for 
cover. 

Present. Species observed on 
site during 2021 biological 
surveys. 

Southern 
grasshopper 
mouse 
(Onychomys 
torridus ramona) 

SSC Occurs primarily in desert scrub 
habitats. Habitats with low open 
and semi-open scrubs habitats 
including coastal sage scrub, 
mixed chaparral, low sagebrush, 
riparian scrub, and annual 
grassland with scattered shrubs, 
are less frequently inhabited by 
this species. 

Low potential to occur. Although 
grassland and scrub habitats are 
present on site, suitable desert 
habitat with friable soils are 
lacking. 

FE: Federally Endangered (FE) Species under the Endangered Species Act 
FT: Federally Threatened (FT) Species under the Endangered Species Act 
SE: State Endangered (SE) under the California Endangered Species Act 
SCE: State candidate for Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act 
ST: State Threatened (ST) under the California Endangered Species Act 
FP: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Fully Protected (FP) Species 
SSC: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern (SSC) 
WL: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Watch List (WL) Species 

Burrowing Owl 

The RCA MSHCP Information Map revealed that the project is located within the MSHCP 
Burrowing Owl Survey Area. Suitable burrowing owl habitat can be found in annual and 
perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation (Zarn 
1974). Suitable burrowing owl habitat may also include trees and shrubs if the canopy covers 
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less than 30 percent of the ground surface. Burrows are the essential component of burrowing 
owl habitat; both natural and artificial burrows provide protection, shelter, and nests for 
burrowing owl (Henny and Blus 1981). Burrowing owl typically use burrows made by rodents, 
such as ground squirrels or badgers, but may also use human-made structures, such as 
concrete culverts; concrete, asphalt, or wood debris piles; or openings beneath concrete or 
asphalt pavement.  

Suitable habitat for burrowing owl was observed within the project site. California ground 
squirrels (Otospermophilus beecheyi), colonial burrows and burrows of a suitable size to 
support burrowing owl were observed throughout the non-native grassland within the project 
site. Therefore, protocol burrowing owl surveys were conducted during the breeding season 
(March 1 to August 31) in accordance with the MSHCP. California ground squirrels were active 
during all surveys, although increased activity was observed along the southern portion of the 
project site. Although the project site has moderate potential to support burrowing owl, no 
burrowing owl(s) or burrowing owl sign were observed on site during the protocol surveys. The 
results of the protocol burrowing owl surveys are included as Appendix D.  

4.4 JURISDICTIONAL AQUATIC RESOURCES  

Potential Corps-, RWQCB-, and CDFW-jurisdictional resources (Non-Wetland Water [NWW-]1, 
NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-
3B1) occur on site (Figures 3A to 3C; Appendix E).  

The project site supports approximately 0.78 acre (7,026 linear feet) of potential non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. jurisdictional by the Corps (Table 8, Figure 3A) and approximately 7.51 acres 
(7,026 linear feet) of vegetated streambed and 0.97 acre of riparian habitat jurisdictional by the 
CDFW (Table 9, Figure 3B). Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft 
EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction 
beyond the limits of the OHWM to include those areas considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., 
to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). As such, the project 
site supports approximately 7.51 acres (7,026 linear feet) of potential non-wetland waters of the 
State and 0.97 acre of associated riparian habitat jurisdictional by the RWQCB (Table 10, Figure 
3C). Further details are presented in the Beaumont Summit Station ARDR (RBC 2022a; 
Appendix E). 

Table 8. Aquatic Resource Summary Table: Corps 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Cowardin 
Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet) 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation1 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet 

NWW-1 R6 4 – 6 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.965908, 
-117.025153 

0.01 71 

NWW-1A R6 6 – 6 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.966006, 
-117.025084 

0.01 73 

NWW-2 R6 3 – 4 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964929, 
-117.023925 

0.08 905 

Deleted: /State

Deleted: and RWQCB, respectively 

Deleted: s

Deleted:  and 9

Deleted: s

Deleted:  and 3B

Deleted: ,

Deleted: 10

Deleted: C

Deleted: 2
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Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Cowardin 
Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet) 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation1 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet 

NWW-2A R6 1 – 2 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub 
33.964977, 

-117.022656 
<0.01 168 

NWW-2B R6 3 – 3 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.965185,   
-117.022994 

0.01 175 

NWW-2C R6 3 – 3 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964845,   
-117.023224 

0.01 109 

NWW-3 R6 4 – 8 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.962391,   
-117.021747 

0.37 2,553 

NWW-3A R6 3 – 6 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.962760,   
-117.018132 

0.15 1,290 

NWW-3B R6 4 – 4 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub 
33.963540,   

-117.022834 
0.12 1,273 

NWW-3B1 R6 1 – 4 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964055,   
-117.021934 

0.03 409 

Total2 0.78 7,026 
1 See Figure 2 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
2 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 

the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

Table 9. Aquatic Resource Summary Table: CDFW 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Aquatic 
Resource Type 

Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet2 

NWW-1 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

9 – 21 
33.965912, 

-117.025153 0.02 71 

NWW-1A 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

8 – 30 
33.966014, 

-117.025085 0.03 73 

NWW-2 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 15 – 60 

33.964951,  
-117.023674 0.63 

905 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak 

33.964834,  
-117.024985 0.08 

NWW-2A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Mulefat Scrub 
1 – 2 

33.964970,      
-117.022752 

<0.01 
168 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 <0.01 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 
33.964966, 

-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

9 – 49 
33.964825,  

-117.023223 0.08 175 

NWW-2C 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

20 – 47 
33.962269,  

-117.020283 0.07 109 
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Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Aquatic 
Resource Type 

Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet2 

NWW-3 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

12 – 140 

33.962377,  
-117.022101 2.35 

2,553 

Mulefat Scrub 
33.962547,  

-117.021943 0.88 

Eucalyptus 
Woodland 

33.963045,  
-117.023804 <0.01 

Non-native Riparian 
33.961260,  

-117.018464 1.02 

Blue Elderberry 
Stands 

33.963695,  
-117.025272 0.11 

Riparian Habitat3 

Mulefat Scrub 

N/A 

33.962322,  
-117.022037 0.03 

– Non-native Riparian 
33.962170,  

-117.020330 0.65 

Blue Elderberry  
33.961528,  

-117.018718 0.04 

NWW-3A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 6 – 65 

33.963610,  
-117.020925 0.87 

1,290 
Blue Elderberry  

33.962783,  
-117.018163 0.14 

Riparian Habitat3 Blue Elderberry N/A 
33.962425,  

-117.019001 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

20 – 70 

33.963566,  
-117.022903 0.36 

1,273 Mulefat Scrub 
33.963562,  

-117.023254 0.61 

Riversidean Sage 
Scrub 

33.963522,  
-117.022922 0.07 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 
33.963617,  

-117.022422 0.21 – 

NWW-3B1 
Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

5 – 30 
33.964098,  

-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total4 8.48 7,026 
1 Corresponds with the approximate stream bank widths observed during delineation. Width range accounts for entirety of 

streambed delineated, not individual vegetation communities. 
2 Linear feet not calculated for individual aquatic resource type and vegetation community (including riparian habitat that occurs 

outside of delineated streambed) to avoid redundant linear foot calculation where such areas overlap. 
3 Occurs outside of delineated streambed. 
4 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 

the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table.  
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Table 10. Aquatic Resource Summary Table: RWQCB 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Type1 

Cowardin 
Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet)2 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation3 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet4 

NWW-1 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 9 – 21 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.965911, 
-117.025160 0.02 71 

NWW-1A 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 8 – 30 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.966014,  
-117.025085 0.03 73 

NWW-2 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 15 – 60 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964934,  
-117.023860 0.71 905 

NWW-2A 

Non-Wetland 
Water 

R6 1 – 2 Yes/No 
Mulefat 
Scrub 

33.964970,  
-117.022603 <0.01 168 

Riparian 
Habitat5 RP N/A None 

Mulefat 
Scrub 

33.964966,  
-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 9 – 49 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 0.08 175 

NWW-2C 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 20 – 47 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964825,  
-117.023223 0.07 109 

NWW-3 

Non-Wetland 
Water 

R6 12 – 140 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.962631,  
-117.022409 4.36 2,553 

Riparian 
Habitat5 RP N/A None 

Non-native 
Riparian 

33.962302,  
-117.0218136 0.72 – 

NWW-3A 

Non-Wetland 
Water 

R6 6 – 65 Yes/No 
Non-native 
Grassland 

33.962732,  
-117.018281 1.01 1,290 

Riparian 
Habitat5 RP N/A None 

Blue 
Elderberry 

33.962362,  
-117.019172 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Non-Wetland 
Water 

R6 20 – 70 Yes/No 
Mulefat 
Scrub 

33.963595,  
-117.022740 1.04 1,273 

Riparian 
Habitat5 RP N/A None 

Mulefat 
Scrub 

33.963610,  
-117.020925 0.21 – 

NWW-3B1 
Non-Wetland 

Water 
R6 5 – 30 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.964098,  
-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total7 8.48 7,026 
1 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction beyond the OHWM to include 
those areas considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). 
2 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the widths of RWQCB-jurisdictional non-wetland waters correspond 

with the approximate CDFW stream bank widths observed during delineation (i.e., to the top of the channel banks). 
3 See Figure 2 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
4 Linear feet not calculated for riparian habitat that occurs outside of non-wetland waters to avoid redundant linear foot calculations 

where such areas overlap. 
5 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, RWQCB jurisdiction extends beyond the OHWM to include those areas 

considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of channel banks and associated riparian habitat). This riparian habitat occurs 
outside of the delineated non-wetland water (i.e., the top of channel banks). 

6 Representative coordinates of riparian habitat associated with NWW-3. See Figure 3C for all riparian habitat associated with 
NWW-3. 

7 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 
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The project site supports five swales (Swale [S-] 1 through S-5) that are not expected to be 
jurisdictional by the Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW since they did not display an observable OHWM, 
bed and bank, or other evidence of conveying regular flows on site. The project site also 
supports five basins (Basin [B-] 1 through B-5) that are not expected to be jurisdictional by the 
Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW since they did not display an observable OHWM or bed and bank 
and did not meet the appropriate wetland parameters, and instead displayed cracked soils and 
some concavity within the otherwise flat landscape indicative of a basin. The project site 
supports eight severely incised erosional features (Erosional Feature [EF-]1 through EF-8) that 
are not expected to be jurisdictional by the Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW since they did not display 
an observable OHWM or defined bed and bank and do not convey flows downstream. The 
project site also supports one abandoned ditch (Ditch [D-] 1) that is not expected to be 
jurisdictional by the Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW since it displayed a break in bank slope but did 
not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species or 
cover, or any other OHWM indicators. 

Complete results are presented under separate cover in the Beaumont Summit Station ARDR 
(RBC 2022a; Appendix E). 

4.5 MSHCP RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AREAS AND VERNAL POOLS  

The project site supports several drainages and riparian areas that meet the MSHCP definition 
of riparian/riverine areas; the project site does not support areas that meet the MHSCP 
definition of a vernal pool. 

The on-site drainages and associated tributaries (NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, 
NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1; Figure 3B), further 
described as potentially CDFW-jurisdictional resources above in Section 4.4, meet the MSHCP 
definition of riparian/riverine areas as they contain freshwater flow during “a portion of the year,” 
specifically after rain events (RCA 2003). Based on the field observations in April and June 
2021, the on-site drainages and associated tributaries are expected to convey ephemeral flows 
(i.e., only in direct response to precipitation). NWW-3 also receives runoff from development 
south of the review area that is collected and conveyed on site through a culverted storm drain 
outlet. Note that previously, the on-site drainages and associated tributaries also received runoff 
from the former on-site agricultural operations (poultry and livestock farm). Based on field 
observations and a review of Google Earth aerial imagery, USGS NHD data, and USFWS NWI 
data, flows from NWW-1, NWW-2, and NWW-3 likely continue off site and downstream, flowing 
into a feature mapped by the USGS NHD as an ephemeral stream that continues for 
approximately 4 miles until transitioning to an unnamed tributary for approximately 7.5 miles, 
then connecting with the San Timoteo Wash. The San Timoteo Wash then continues for 
approximately 6.6 miles before outletting into the Santa Ana River, which ultimately discharges 
into the Pacific Ocean (USGS 2020).  

Additionally, NWW-2A, NWW-3, NWW-3A, and NWW-3B support riparian habitat dominated by 
trees or shrubs “which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh 
water source” (MSHCP 2003). Specifically, NWW-2A, NWW-3, and NWW-3B support mulefat 
scrub; NWW-3 supports non-native riparian habitat that is dominated by the invasive tree-of-
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heaven; and NWW-3 and NWW-3A support blue elderberry stands (Figure 3B). Therefore, the 
features which are described as CDFW-jurisdictional riparian habitat meet the definition of 
MSHCP riparian habitat. Additionally, the mulefat scrub within and adjacent to NWW-3 and 
NWW-3B provide suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo, an MSHCP riparian/riverine wildlife 
species. 

The area of non-native riparian habitat located south of and not adjacent to NWW-3 (0.67 acre) 
and the small areas of mulefat scrub located south and east of and not adjacent to NWW-3B 
(0.38 acre) (Figure 5), do not receive “freshwater flow during all or a portion of the year” as they 
are not located within or directly adjacent to a drainage (RCA 2003). Additionally, these areas 
are dominated by tree-of-heaven (Facultative Upland [FACU]) and mulefat (Facultative [FAC]), 
respectively, which are not trees or shrubs that “depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh 
water source” (RCA 2003). Therefore, these areas do not fit the MSHCP definition of a 
riparian/riverine area. 

S-1 through S-5, EF-1 through EF-8, D-1, and B1 through B-5, further described above in 
Section 4.5, do not meet the MSHCP definition of a riparian/riverine area, as they did not 
appear to convey or receive flows, and therefore do not receive “freshwater flow during all or a 
portion of the year” (RCA 2003). Additionally, they are dominated by non-native grassland 
vegetation and do not “contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or 
emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a 
nearby fresh water source” (RCA 2003).  

No areas within the project site meet the MSHCP definition of a vernal pool. Although B-1 
through B-5 are located within concave areas dominated by non-native grassland vegetation 
during the drier portion of the growing season, obligate hydrophytes and facultative wetland 
plant species do not dominate these basins during the wet season based on field surveys, the 
known history of the project site, and a review of historic aerial imagery. Specifically, no obligate 
hydrophytes were observed within the basins during the April 22, 2021 field survey. Although a 
few mulefat (FAC) and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca; FAC) were observed within several of the 
basins, the vegetation was dominated by non-native grasses. Additionally, sometime between 
1976 and 1996, a former poultry farm began developing B-1 through B-5 for use as settling 
basins to hold manure from chickens, pigs, and cattle, a use that would not support 
establishment of vernal pools. Based on the USDA NRCS, the basins are dominated by 
Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded; terrace escarpments; and Ramona sandy 
loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (Appendix F), soils that are not indicative of a vernal pool. 
RBC sampled soils within B-4 within an area exhibiting cracked soils and no hydric soil 
parameters (Appendix F) during the formal aquatic resources delineation on June 7, 2021, 
which was representative of the conditions within B-1, B-2, B-3, and B-5.  

Additional details regarding the conditions on site are provided in the Beaumont Summit Station 
ARDR (RBC 2022a; Appendix E). 
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5 Impacts  
Direct impacts are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place as the project. 
Any alteration, disturbance, or destruction of biological resources that would result from project-
related activities is considered a direct impact. Direct impacts would include direct losses to 
native habitats, potential jurisdictional waters, wetlands, and special-status species; and 
diverting natural surface water flows. Direct impacts on wildlife could include injury, death, 
and/or harassment of listed and/or special-status species. Direct impacts could also include the 
destruction of habitats necessary for species breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Direct impacts on 
plants can include crushing of adult plants, bulbs, or seeds. 

Indirect impacts can result from project-related activities where biological resources are 
affected in a manner that is not direct. Indirect impacts may occur later in time or at a place that 
is farther removed in distance from the project than direct impacts, but indirect impacts are still 
reasonably foreseeable and attributable to project-related activities. Examples include habitat 
fragmentation; elevated noise, dust, and lighting levels; changes in hydrology, runoff, and 
sedimentation; decreased water quality; soil compaction; increased human activity; and the 
introduction of invasive wildlife (domestic cats and dogs) and plants (weeds). 

Cumulative impacts refer to incremental individual environmental effects of two or more 
projects when considered together. Such impacts taken individually may be minor but are 
collectively significant in light of regional impacts. 

CEQA Guidelines Form J thresholds of significance have been used to determine whether 
project implementation would result in a significant direct, indirect, and/or cumulative impact. 
These thresholds are based on Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines (CCR Title 14, 
Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387). A significant biological resources impact would 
occur if the project would: 

• 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 CDFW or USFWS; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW 
or USFWS; 

• 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; 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy, or ordinance; 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan; Natural 
Community Conservation Plan; or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 
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5.1 IMPACTS ON NATIVE VEGETATION 

The proposed project will primarily result in permanent impacts on upland vegetation 
communities and land uses, including 103.80 acres of non-native grassland and 48.37 acres of 
developed land (Figure 5, Table 11). Additional habitats will be directly affected by the project 
and include impacts on >0.01 acre of chamise chaparral, 1.50 acres of disturbed land, 0.10 
acre of eucalyptus woodland, 1.14 acres of mulefat scrub, 0.23 acre of Riversidean sage scrub, 
and 1.09 acres of Torrey’s scrub oak stands. Chamise chaparral and Riversidean sage scrub 
are native communities that are common, widespread, and abundant in the state. Mulefat scrub 
is not considered a sensitive vegetation community by CDFW; however, this habitat is part of 
jurisdictional resources on-site and is protected as outlined in section 5.7 below. Torrey’s scrub 
oak is not identified by state or federal agencies as a sensitive species or habitat; however, 
because this vegetation is mapped unusually due to its monocultural characteristics, it is being 
treated as scrub oak chaparral for the purposes of this impact analysis. 

Eucalyptus woodland and non-native grassland are common naturalized vegetation 
communities. Additionally, disturbed habitat will be impacted; this land cover type provides 
minimal biological value. The developed habitat provides minimal-to-no biological value.  

Table 11. Beaumont Summit Station Project Site Vegetation Communities/Land Use Impacts 

Vegetation Community/Land Use Project Site Impacts 
(acres) 

Upland 
  Chamise Chaparral >0.01 
  Developed 48.37 
  Disturbed 1.50 
  Eucalyptus Woodland 0.10 
  Non-native Grassland 103.80 
  Riversidean Sage Scrub 0.23 
  Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 1.09 
Riparian 
  Mulefat Scrub 1.14 
Total 156.231 

1 Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and 
thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

Although impacts on native vegetation communities will occur with project implementation, such 
impacts can be offset through payment of MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fees (Section 
6.1) that would be used to acquire and maintain high-quality habitat within the MSHCP Reserve. 
With payment of such fees, impacts on native vegetation communities would be less than 
significant.  
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5.2 IMPACTS ON MSHCP NARROW ENDEMIC OR FEDERALLY/STATE 
LISTED PLANT SPECIES 

The proposed project will not impact federally and/or state listed or MSHCP Narrow Endemic 
Plant species as none are present or have moderate to high potential to occur within the project 
site.  

5.3 IMPACTS ON NON-LISTED SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES 

The proposed project will not impact special-status plants as none are present or have a 
moderate to high potential to occur within the project site.   

5.4 IMPACTS ON FEDERALLY/STATE LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES 

An individual male Least Bell’s vireo was detected within the mulefat scrub in the western 
portion of the project site during early protocol-level surveys (i.e., surveys one and two of eight 
protocol surveys). However, least Bell’s vireo was not detected during the remaining protocol-
level surveys (Appendix C). This species still has moderate to high potential to occur within the 
project due to the presence of suitable habitat. This project would result in the removal of 
suitable mulefat scrub habitat (2.14 acres) which could result in significant impacts to least 
Bell’s vireo. Additionally, suitable mulefat scrub and non-native riparian habitat occurs south of 
to the grading footprint (Figure 5). Project specific measure MM-3 details the strategy to avoid 
vegetation removal during the bird breeding season. With the implementation of this measure, 
impacts to least Bell’s vireo would be less than significant.  

The proposed project will not impact any other federally and/or state listed wildlife species as no 
other species are present or have potential to occur on site.  

5.5 IMPACTS ON NON-LISTED SPECIAL-STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES 

The non-listed special status wildlife species detected on-site during all biological surveys 
includes coastal whiptail, California horned lark, cooper’s hawk, yellow warbler, and San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbit. The project also has moderate to high potential to support orange-
throated whiptail, loggerhead shrike, white-tailed kite, and yellow-breasted chat. The project 
would result in habitat loss for each of this species. However, these species are considered 
adequately covered under the MSHCP and with payment of MSHCP Local Development 
Mitigation Fees (Section 6.1) to mitigate impacts on native vegetation, impacts on these species 
would be considered less than significant.  

Southern California legless lizard is a California Species of Special concern that has moderate 
potential to occur within the project due to the presence of suitable habitat and is not covered 
under the MSHCP. A majority of the moderately suitable habitat for southern California legless 
lizard within the project site occurs within the drainage south of the grading footprint, which will 
be avoided during construction of the proposed project. However, the proposed project would 
result in removal of some suitable habitat within the smaller drainages in the northeast portion of 
the site, which would be adverse. Payment of MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fees 
(Section 6.1) provides habitat-based mitigation within the plan area for all wildlife and plant 
species, including MSHCP-covered species and Species of Special Concern, impacted due to 
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the loss of suitable habitat from covered projects. As such, loss of habitat for Species of Special 
Concern will be offset through this habitat-based mitigation under the MSHCP such that the 
loss of habitat resulting from the proposed project would not constitute significant impacts. 
These species are considered adequately covered under the MSHCP; habitat-based impacts 
on non-listed special-status wildlife species would be less than significant, conditional upon 
satisfaction of previous mitigation requirements.  

Although not detected during protocol surveys, the project site has moderate potential to 
support burrowing owl which is a California Species of Special Concern (Appendix D). To avoid 
impacts on burrowing owl, a pre-construction survey will be required pursuant to the MSHCP. 
Through compliance with the MSHCP guidelines and MM-1 (Section 6.2), impacts on burrowing 
owls would be less than significant. 

5.6 IMPACTS ON NESTING BIRDS 

The proposed project has the potential to impact active bird nests if vegetation is removed or 
ground disturbing activities are initiated during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31). All 
habitat and land cover within the project site has the potential to support nesting birds. The tree 
and shrub communities have the potential to support a variety of sensitive and non-sensitive 
avian species. The non-native grassland and disturbed habitats have the potential to support 
ground nesting species, such as western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta) and California horned 
lark. Even the developed portions of the project still have the potential to support non-sensitive 
species such as house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus). Impacts on nesting birds are prohibited 
by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code. Project-specific measure MM-2 which will 
avoid project impacts on nesting birds is identified in Section 6.3 of this report. With the 
implementation of this measure, impacts on nesting birds would be less than significant.  

5.7 IMPACTS ON JURISDICTIONAL AQUATIC RESOURCES 

Based upon the results of the Beaumont Summit Station ARDR (RBC 2022a; Appendix E), the 
proposed project would permanently impact approximately 0.25 acre (3,072 linear feet) of non-
wetland waters of the U.S. jurisdictional by the Corps (Table 12; Figure 5) and 2.17 acres (3,072 
linear feet) of vegetated streambed and 0.24 acre of associated riparian habitat jurisdictional by 
the CDFW (Table 13; Figure 5). Additionally, based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB 
provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the proposed 
project would permanently impact approximately 2.17 acres (3,072 linear feet) of non-wetland 
waters of the State and 0.24 acre of associated riparian habitat jurisdictional by the RWQCB 
(Table 14; Figure 5). 

Permitting through the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW would be required for impacts on non-
wetland waters of the U.S. jurisdictional by the Corps, non-wetland waters of the State 
jurisdictional by the RWQCB, and vegetated streambed and associated riparian habitat 
jurisdictional by the CDFW. The project applicant will be responsible for acquiring the necessary 
authorizations required by the regulatory agencies and associated compensatory mitigation 
requirements, if applicable.  
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Table 12. Potential Corps Aquatic Resource Impacts 

Aquatic Resource 
Name 

Project Site Impacts 
(acres) 

Project Site Impacts 
(linear feet) 

NWW-1 0.01 71 

NWW-1A 0.01 73 

NWW-2 0.08 905 

NWW-2A <0.01 168 

NWW-2B 0.01 175 

NWW-2C 0.01 109 

NWW-3 0.00 0 

NWW-3A 0.01 133 

NWW-3B 0.09 1,030 

NWW-3B1 0.03 409 

Total1 0.25 3,072 
1 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis 
(available upon request) and thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up 
in this table. 

Table 13. Potential CDFW Aquatic Resource Impacts 

Aquatic Resource 
Name Aquatic Resource Type 

Project Site 
Impacts  
(acres) 

Project Site 
Impacts  

(linear feet)1 
NWW-1 Vegetated Streambed 0.02 71 

NWW-1A Vegetated Streambed 0.03 73 

NWW-2 Vegetated Streambed 0.71 905 

NWW-2A 
Vegetated Streambed <0.01 168 

Riparian Habitat2 0.03 – 

NWW-2B Vegetated Streambed 0.08 175 

NWW-2C Vegetated Streambed 0.07 109 

NWW-3 
Vegetated Streambed 0.00 0 

Riparian Habitat2 0.00 – 

NWW-3A 
Vegetated Streambed 0.06 133 

Riparian Habitat2 0.00 – 

NWW-3B 
Vegetated Streambed 1.00 1,030 

Riparian Habitat2 0.21 – 
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Aquatic Resource 
Name Aquatic Resource Type 

Project Site 
Impacts  
(acres) 

Project Site 
Impacts  

(linear feet)1 
NWW-3B1 Vegetated Streambed 0.18 409 

Total3 2.41 3,072 
1  Linear feet not calculated for individual aquatic resource type and vegetation community (including riparian habitat that occurs 

outside of delineated streambed) to avoid redundant linear foot calculation where such areas overlap. 
2  Occurs outside of delineated streambed. 
3  Acreages and linear feet summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus the sum of 

the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

Table 14. Potential RWQCB Aquatic Resource Impacts 

Aquatic Resource 
Name 

Aquatic Resource 
Type1 

Project Site Impacts 
(acres) 

Project Site Impacts 
(linear feet)2 

NWW-1 Non-Wetland Water 0.02 71 

NWW-1A Non-Wetland Water 0.03 73 

NWW-2 Non-Wetland Water 0.71 905 

NWW-2A 
Non-Wetland Water <0.01 168 

Riparian Habitat3 0.03 – 

NWW-2B Non-Wetland Water 0.08 175 

NWW-2C Non-Wetland Water 0.07 109 

NWW-3 
Non-Wetland Water 0.00 0 

Riparian Habitat3 0.00 – 

NWW-3A 
Non-Wetland Water 0.06 133 

Riparian Habitat3 0.00 – 

NWW-3B 
Non-Wetland Water 1.00 1,030 

Riparian Habitat3 0.21 – 

NWW-3B1 Non-Wetland Water 0.18 409 

Total4 2.41 3,072 
1 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction beyond the OHWM to include 
those areas considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). 
2 Linear feet not calculated for riparian habitat that occurs outside of non-wetland waters to avoid redundant linear foot calculations 

where such areas overlap. 
3 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, RWQCB jurisdiction extends beyond the OHWM to include those areas 

considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of channel banks and associated riparian habitat). This riparian habitat occurs 
outside of the delineated non-wetland water (i.e., the top of channel banks). 

4 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

5.8 IMPACTS ON MSHCP RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AREAS AND VERNAL POOLS 

MSHCP riparian/riverine areas, as defined by Section 4.5, occur on the project site. The 
project’s CDFW-jurisdictional vegetated streambed meets the definition of MSHCP riverine and 
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the CDFW-jurisdictional riparian habitat meets the definition of MSHCP riparian habitat; impacts 
on CDFW-jurisdictional resources are equal to impacts on MSHCP riparian/riverine. Therefore, 
the proposed project would permanently impact 2.41 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine 
resources. Per the MSHCP, if the proposed project cannot avoid riparian/riverine habitat, a 
DBESP Analysis would be required to propose mitigation to replace the lost functions and 
values of MSHCP riparian/riverine resources and demonstrate equivalent or superior function 
and value of the resources. RBC completed the Beaumont Summit Station Project DBESP 
Report in July 2022 (RBC 2022b). 

5.9 IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 

The Project site is situated at the northern end of the City of Beaumont and occurs immediately 
north of a developed residential area. Though undeveloped land occurs to the north of the site, 
nearby areas to the west and immediately south are highly developed. The site is not identified 
as a wildlife corridor or criteria area in the MSHCP and does not serve as a regional wildlife 
corridor. The drainages in the southwest portion of the site likely serve as minor local wildlife 
corridors and avian ‘stepping stone’ corridors. The largest drainage (Planning Area 3) would not 
be developed as part of the Project so it would continue to function as a local wildlife corridor. 
Significant impacts on wildlife corridors are not anticipated with project implementation. 

5.10 IMPACTS ON LOCAL POLICIES AND ORDINANCES 

Implementation of the Project would be subject to all applicable Federal, State, regional, and 
local policies and regulations related to the protection of biological resources as outlined in 
herein. The project would be constructed in compliance with the requirements of the Beaumont 
General Plan and the Beaumont Municipal Code. The Beaumont General Plan provides goals 
and policies for the conservation of biological resources. Goal 8.5 calls for a City that preserves 
and enhances its natural resources and Policy 8.5.1 calls for the minimization of the loss of 
sensitive species and critical habitat areas in areas planned for future development.  

Pursuant to Unincorporated Riverside County Ordinance No. 499 (as amended though 499.11), 
“No person, firm, corporation, public district, public agency or political subdivision shall remove 
or severely trim any tree planted in the right of way of any County highway without first obtaining 
a permit from the County Transportation Director to do so”. No street trees occur within the 
project site that would be considered a County highway or County road tree. As such, no 
impacts on trees protected under Ordinance No. 499.11 are expected with project 
implementation. 

Chapter 12.24 of the Riverside County Code of Ordinances also includes regulations related to 
tree removal (County of Riverside 2016). According to the Unincorporated Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 559 (as amended through 559.7), the removal of living native trees on parcels or 
property greater than 0.5 acre in size, located in the unincorporated Riverside County, and 
above 5,000 feet amsl requires a permit. The project site elevation is below 5,000 feet amsl; as 
such, this ordinance is not applicable and no impacts on trees protected under Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 559 would occur with project implementation.  
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The City does not have a tree preservation policy or ordinance; however, an application and 
approval from the City is required for any removal of front yard/street tree or trees. As described 
above, no street trees occur on site and no residential structures and associated front yards 
occur on site.  There are occasional trees near the outbuildings at the east of the site; however, 
these do not appear to meet the definition of street or yard trees. As such, the project would 
comply with City of Beaumont requirements and no street tree approvals would be required, as 
no impacts to such resources would occur with project implementation. 

Based on compliance with all local policies and ordinances, impacts are considered to be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

5.11 INDIRECT IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

In the context of biological resources, indirect impacts are those effects associated with 
developing areas adjacent to native open space. Potential indirect effects associated with 
development include water quality impacts from site drainage into adjacent open 
space/downstream aquatic resources; lighting effects; noise effects; invasive plant species from 
landscaping; and effects from human access into adjacent open space, such as recreational 
activities (including off-road vehicles and hiking), pets, dumping, etc. Temporary, indirect effects 
may also occur as a result of construction-related activities. 

Volume I, Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP (Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines) identifies guidelines 
that are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating projects (particularly 
development) in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. To minimize potential edge effects, 
the guidelines are to be implemented in conjunction with review of individual public and private 
development projects in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The proposed project is 
not located in proximity to any MSHCP Conservation Areas. As such, the proposed project will 
not result in significant indirect effects on biological resources. Furthermore, the Urban/Wildland 
Interface Guidelines do not apply to the proposed project. 

5.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Cumulative impacts are defined as the direct and indirect effects of a proposed project which, 
when considered alone, would not be deemed a substantial impact, but when considered in 
addition to the impacts of related projects in the area, would be considered potentially 
significant. ‘Related projects’ refers to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable 
future projects, which would have similar impacts to the proposed project. The project site is 
relatively disturbed and does not support significant stands of native vegetation, with the 
possible exception of the riparian habitat in the southwestern portion of the site which will 
remain undeveloped. Further, the project will be fully compliant with the regional MSHCP which 
protects biological resources regionally such that cumulative impacts within the plan area are 
avoided. As such, the proposed project will not result in significant cumulative effects.  
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6 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures 
The following discussion provides project-specific mitigation/avoidance measures for actual or 
potential impacts on biological resources. 

6.1 DEVELOPMENT FEES  

Implementation of the proposed project will require payment of MSHCP Local Development 
Mitigation Fees. Based on the local development mitigation fee schedule for fiscal year 2022 
(effective July 1, 2021 – December 31, 2021), fees would be $11,982/acre for commercial and 
industrial development and $2,935/acre for low-density residential (RCA 2021c). 

6.2 BURROWING OWL 

Because the project is located within the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, focused surveys 
for burrowing owl were performed. Burrowing owls and/or burrowing owl sign were not 
observed at the project site during protocol-level surveys. However, due to the presence of 
suitable habitat on site, pre-construction surveys will be required.  

Pursuant to MSHCP Objective 6 for burrowing owls, projects are required to conduct pre-
construction presence/absence surveys for burrowing owls within the MSHCP Burrowing Owl 
Survey Area where suitable habitat is present. As such, the following mitigation and avoidance 
measure (MM) is recommended to avoid direct impacts on burrowing owls. Note that the 
mitigation language outlined below is based on DEIR input from CDFW and differs slightly from 
2012 CDFW take avoidance guidance; we concur that the revised survey timing will adequately 
avoid take.    

MM-1 – A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction presence/absence survey 
for burrowing owls between 30 and 60 days prior to site disturbance. Additional pre-
construction focused surveys for burrowing owls will be conducted within three days 
prior to site disturbance including vegetation clearing. If the pre-construction surveys 
confirm occupied burrowing owl habitat, or if burrowing owls are detected after the 
project has started, then construction activities shall be halted immediately. If burrowing 
owls are documented on site, CDFW will be notified within 48-hours of detection and 
the take of active nests will be avoided. To avoid take of active nests, a qualified 
biologist will develop a Burrowing Owl Plan that describes avoidance, relocation, 
monitoring, minimization, and/or mitigation actions. The Burrowing Owl Plan shall 
include the number and location of occupied burrowing sites and details on proposed 
buffers if avoiding the burrowing owls or information on the adjacent or nearby suitable 
habitat avoidable to owls for relocation. If no suitable habitat is available nearby for 
relocation, details regarding the creation and funding of artificial burrows (numbers, 
location, and type of burrows) and management activities for relocated owls shall also 
be included in the Burrowing Owl Plan. The Burrowing Owl Plan will be reviewed by 
CDFW, USFWS, and the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority. 

6.3 NESTING BIRDS  

As noted above, the project site has the potential to support nesting birds in trees or on the 
ground. To avoid impacts on nesting birds, the following measure is recommended: 
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MM-2 – To ensure compliance with CFGC § 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 and to avoid 
potential impacts to nesting birds, vegetation clearing and ground disturbing activities 
shall be conducted outside of the bird nesting season. If avoidance of the nesting 
season is not feasible, then a qualified biologist will conduct a nesting bird survey within 
three days prior to any disturbance of the site, including but not limited to vegetation 
clearing, disking, demolition activities, and grading. If active nests are identified, the 
biologist shall establish suitable buffers around the nests depending on the level of 
activity within the buffer and species observed, and the buffer areas shall be avoided 
until the nests are no longer occupied, and the juvenile birds can survive independently 
from the nests. 
During construction activities, the qualified biologist shall continue biological monitoring 
activities at a frequency recommended by the qualified biologist using their best 
professional judgement. If nesting birds are detected, avoidance and minimization 
measures may be adjusted and construction activities stopped or redirected by the 
qualified biologist using their best professional judgement to avoid Take of nesting birds. 

6.4 LEAST BELL’S VIREO 

The project supports suitable riparian habitat for least Bell’s vireo, a state and federally listed as 
endangered species and an MSHCP covered species. The breeding season for this species 
extends from about March 15 through August 31, with peak nesting activity occurring in April, 
although it can continue to the first week of July. An individual male least Bell’s vireo male was 
observed during 2021 surveys within a drainage in the southwestern portion of the project site; 
the observation site was immediately south of proposed project development.  

To avoid potential project impacts on nesting least Bell’s vireo, the following mitigation and 
avoidance measures are required:  

MM-3 – Project activities shall not be initiated within 100 feet of any least Bell’s vireo 
suitable habitat area(s) during the species’ breeding season (March 15-August 31) 
unless a negative USFWS protocol survey has been conducted within one year of 
construction kickoff and findings were negative.  
If groundbreaking activities occur outside the least Bell’s vireo nesting season (i.e., 
September 16-March 14), a qualified biologist shall perform a presence/absence survey 
within suitable habitat on-site, and shall continue these surveys on a monthly basis, 
especially as breeding season commences.  
If least Bell’s vireo nesting is discovered, either during protocol surveys, monthly 
presence/absence surveys, or incidentally, no project activities shall occur within 300 
feet of any least Bell’s vireo nest site until it has been confirmed that the young have 
fledged, and the nest is no longer active. A qualified biologist shall always be present 
when construction crews are working within 1/8 mile surrounding an identified least 
Bell’s vireo nest site to ensure that the birds do not react unfavorably to project 
activities. If the qualified biologist observes signs of agitation stemming from project 
activities, the activities shall cease and not resume until the birds’ behavior normalizes. If 
the birds continue to exhibit signs of agitation, project activities shall be adjusted to 
avoid impacts on nesting least Bell’s vireo. Additionally, in the presence of least Bell’s 
vireo nests, noise level from project activities shall not to exceed 65 dBA at the edge of 
occupied habitat. If this is not possible, a noise barrier shall be constructed to avoid 
adverse impacts to any least Bell’s vireo nest/s.  
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During the least Bell’s vireo breeding season, artificial light shall not be cast into suitable 
habitat when night work is occurring. 
A qualified biologist shall conduct a training session for project personnel prior to 
grading in conformance with MSCHP best management practices requirements. The 
training shall include a description of least Bells vireo and its habitats, the general 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (Act) and the MSHCP, the need to adhere to 
the provisions of the Act and the MSHCP, the penalties associated with violating the 
provisions of the Act, the general measures that are being implemented to conserve the 
species of concern as they relate to the project, and the access routes to and project 
site boundaries within which the project activities must be accomplished.   

6.5 JURISDICTIONAL AQUATIC RESOURCES MITIGATION 

As noted above, the proposed project would permanently impact 0.25 acre of non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. jurisdictional by the Corps and 2.17 acres of vegetated streambed and 0.24 
acre of riparian habitat jurisdictional by the CDFW. Furthermore, based on comments the Santa 
Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the 
proposed project would permanently impact 2.17 acres of non-wetland waters of the State and 
0.24 acre of associated riparian habitat jurisdictional by the RWQCB. Impacts on Corps-, 
RWQCB-, and CDFW-jurisdictional aquatic resources would require Section 404 authorization 
from the Corps, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB, and a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the CDFW. Additionally, compensatory mitigation may be required by 
the regulatory agencies to offset the proposed project impacts. With implementation of the 
following mitigation measure, impacts on Corps-, RWQCB-, and CDFW-jurisdictional waters 
would be reduced to less than significant. The following mitigation for jurisdictional aquatic 
resources is required: 

MM-4 – Prior to any ground-disturbing activity near jurisdictional aquatic resources, 
applicable permits shall be obtained through the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW for 
impacts on jurisdictional aquatic resources. The Applicant shall implement/comply with 
all permit conditions and mitigation measures required by the resource agencies. 
Compensatory mitigation to offset impacts on jurisdictional aquatic resources may be 
implemented through on-site or off-site, permittee-responsible mitigation, in-lieu fee (ILF) 
program or mitigation bank credit purchase, or a combination of these options 
depending on availability.  
The proposed compensatory mitigation strategy is as follows, for a total 3:1 mitigation 
ratio: 

1. Purchase of 4.82 credits (2:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-watershed mitigation 
bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program), as available; AND 

2. An additional 1:1 mitigation via one of the following measures, dependent on 
negotiations with the resource agencies during the permit evaluation process: 

a. On-site preservation, including enhancement and revegetation within 
Specific Plan Planning Area 3, with a focus on removal of invasive tree of 
heaven (Ailanthus altissima) and replanting with native species such as 
mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) and other appropriate species, OR 
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b. Purchase of 2.41 credits (1:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-watershed 
mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program), as 
available. 

The Corps, RWQCB and CDFW will make final determination regarding compensatory 
mitigation requirements during the permit evaluation process. If mitigation credits are not 
available at the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program, purchase of credits at an 
alternative mitigation bank will be pursued in consultation with the regulatory agencies 
during the aquatic resources permitting process. Additionally, if on-site enhancement is 
pursued, an enhancement and revegetation plan will be developed in consultation with 
the regulatory agencies during the aquatic resources permitting process. 

6.6 MSHCP MITIGATION 

As noted above, MSHCP riparian/riverine areas, as defined by Section 4.5, occur on the project 
site. The proposed project would permanently impact 2.41 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine 
resources. Preparation of a project-specific DBESP is required for conformance with MSHCP 
riparian/riverine requirements. Additionally, as a condition of the MSHCP, avoided land areas will 
be conserved as part of the proposed project. As such, the following mitigation and avoidance 
measures are required: 

MM-5 – The proposed project is an MSHCP Covered Activity and subject to the 
MSHCP implementation procedures. Prior to approval of final grading permits, the City 
of Beaumont will ensure full implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP for 
the project, which includes, but is not limited to, sending a Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) to CDFW and USFWS for a 60-day review 
and response period. 
MM-6 – Avoided MSHCP riparian/riverine areas, and associated functions and values, 
will be conserved through the use of a legal instrument such as deed restrictions, a 
conservation easement, or other appropriate mechanisms.  

7 MSHCP Consistency Analysis 
The purpose of this section is to provide an analysis of the proposed project’s compliance with 
biological aspects of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Specifically, this analysis evaluates 
the proposed project’s consistency with MSHCP Reserve assembly requirements, Section 7.3 
(Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), Section 7.4 
(Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species), Section 7.5 (Guidelines Pertaining to the 
Urban/Wildlands Interface), and Section 7.6 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures). 

7.1 RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROJECT SITE TO THE MSHCP 

The project site is not located within a Cellgroup or Criteria Area. As such, the project is not 
subject to the HANS or JPR processes. The project site is located within the NEPSSA for 
Marvin’s onion and multi-stemmed dudleya, as well as the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area 
but is not located within the Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Areas, Mammal, Invertebrate, or 
Amphibian Survey Areas. 
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Within the designated Survey Areas, the MSHCP requires habitat assessments and focused 
surveys within areas of suitable habitat. For locations with positive survey results, the MSHCP 
requires that 90 percent of those portions of the property that provide for long-term 
conservation value for the identified species be avoided until it is demonstrated that 
conservation goals for the particular species have been met throughout the MSHCP. Findings of 
equivalency shall be made demonstrating that the 90 percent standard has been met, if 
applicable. If equivalency findings cannot be demonstrated, then ‘biologically equivalent or 
superior preservation’ must be provided. 

7.2 PROJECT RELATIONSHIP TO RESERVE ASSEMBLY 

The project site is not located within the MSHCP Criteria Area. As such, the project site is not 
targeted for conservation by the MSHCP to meet Reserve Assembly goals. The proposed 
project is not subject to the HANS or JPR processes. 

7.3 PROTECTION OF RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AREAS AND VERNAL POOLS 
AND ASSOCIATED SPECIES  

Riparian/riverine areas are defined by the MSHCP as “lands which contain habitat dominated by 
trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or 
which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with freshwater 
flow during all or a portion of the year (RCA 2003).”  

Based on the formal aquatic resources delineation conducted on June 3 and June 7, 2021, the 
project site supports approximately 8.48 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine areas associated with 
NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, 
and NWW-3B1 (Section 5.8). Because the CDFW jurisdictional resources within the project site 
meet the definition of MSHCP riparian/riverine, impacts to CDFW jurisdictional resources are 
equal to impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine. Therefore, the proposed project would 
permanently impact 2.41 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine resources. 

Per the MSHCP, if the proposed project cannot avoid riparian/riverine habitat, a DBESP 
Analysis would be required to propose mitigation to replace the lost functions and values of 
MSHCP riparian/riverine resources and demonstrate equivalent or superior function and value of 
the resources. If the proposed project will impact MSHCP riparian/riverine resources, a 
complete DBESP Analysis is required to be consistent with the MSHCP. This analysis was 
completed in the Beaumont Summit Station Project DBESP Report (RBC 2022b). 

Please note that a male least Bell’s vireo was observed during protocol vireo surveys one and 
two (of eight surveys) in an area of habitat that meets the definition of an MSCHP riverine 
resource; however, no females or nesting were observed. The riparian habitat within the project 
site lacks a dense understory and canopy suitable for the MSHCP riparian/riverine wildlife 
species southwestern willow flycatcher and western yellow-billed cuckoo; there is very low to no 
potential for the project site to support these species. The project site does not support vernal 
pools and therefore does not support vernal pool species. No other riparian/riverine or vernal 
pool associated species are anticipated on-site based on lack of suitable habitat; please refer to 
Tables 5-7 for detailed species analyses. 
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7.4 PROTECTION OF NARROW ENDEMIC PLANTS 

Volume I, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP requires that within identified Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species Survey Area, site-specific focused surveys for Narrow Endemic Plant Species will be 
required for all public and private projects where appropriate soils and habitat are present. 

The project site is located within a NEPSSA, which identifies the target species Marvin’s onion 
and many-stemmed dudleya. The project site does not contain appropriate soils or suitable 
habitat for these species, and therefore the project will not impact Narrow Endemic Plants; 
please refer to Table 5 for detailed species analyses. 

The proposed project will be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP. 

7.5 GUIDELINES PERTAINING TO THE URBAN/WILDLAND INTERFACE 

The MSHCP Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines are intended to address indirect impacts 
associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The 
proposed project is not located in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area, and therefore 
the Urban/Wildland Guidelines do not apply to the project. 

7.6 ADDITIONAL SURVEY NEEDS AND PROCEDURES 

Volume I, Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP requires habitat assessments and focused surveys for 
projects located within the Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Areas, Burrowing Owl, Mammal, 
Amphibian, and Invertebrate Survey Areas. The project site is located with the MSHCP 
Burrowing Owl Survey Area, and NEPSSA for Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya, but 
not the Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Areas, Mammal, Amphibian, or Invertebrate Survey 
Areas. As described in Section 4, the site does not support suitable habitat for Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species Marvin’s onion or many-stemmed dudleya, and these species were not detected 
during 2021 surveys. A focused burrowing owl survey was conducted in 2021 and was 
negative; however, suitable habitat for this species occurs on the project site. As noted above in 
Section 6.1 of this report, pre-construction burrowing owl surveys will be required to comply 
with MSHCP Objective 6 for burrowing owls. With the implementation of this measure, the 
proposed project will be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. As described in 
Section 6.5, a project DBESP is also required in order to conform with MSHCP riparian/riverine 
requirements. This analysis was completed in the Beaumont Summit Station Project DBESP 
Report (RBC 2022b). 

7.7 CONCLUSION OF MSHCP CONSISTENCY 

The proposed project will be consistent with the biological requirements of Section 6.1.2 
(Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), Section 6.1.3 
(Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species), Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the 
Urban/Wildlands Interface), Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures), and 
MSHCP Reserve assembly requirements. The proposed project will be consistent with the 
goals/objectives of the MSHCP with the implementation of the proposed mitigation and 
avoidance measures described in Section 6 of this report. 
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1 Introduction  
On behalf of Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC, Rocks Biological Consulting (RBC) conducted a 
formal aquatic resources delineation for the Beaumont Summit Station review area, composed of 
219.37 acres (Figure 1), to identify areas that may be considered jurisdictional under the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act; and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. The information provided in this 
aquatic resources delineation report (ARDR) is necessary to define the presence or absence of 
aquatic resources within the review area. This ARDR can also be used by the agencies to inform 
the jurisidictional status of delineated aquatic resources and by the applicant and agencies to 
assess conformance with state and federal regulations and to estimate potential impacts and 
associated permitting requirements. Furthermore, the information contained in this report is in 
compliance with the Corps Los Angeles District’s Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic 
Resources Delineation Reports (Minimum Standards; Corps 2017). Appendix A provides a 
checklist to ensure compliance with the Minimum Standards.  
This ARDR also serves as a request for the Corps to complete a Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination (PJD) based on the information provided in this report. Appendix B provides the 
required forms associated with the PJD request. 

2 Site Description, Landscape Setting  

2.1 Location 

The review area is located south of Cherry Valley Boulevard, north of Brookside Avenue, and 
east/northeast of Interstate (I-) 10, within the City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California (Figure 
1). The review area is bounded by undeveloped land to the north and west, rural residences with 
livestock pens to the east, and residential development to the south. The latitude and longitude of 
the approximate center of the review area is 33.965141, -117.019732. The review area sits on 
Township 2 South, Range 1 West, and Section 30 within the El Casco 7.5-minute quadrangle, as 
mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS; Figure 2). 

2.2 Topography 

The review area is primarily flat with elevations ranging from approximately 2,403 to 2,584 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl), with areas of lower topography within the drainages on the south and 
southwestern portions of the review area and between rolling hills along the northwestern 
boundary of the review area (Figure 2). Drainage patterns on site trend east to west following a 
gradual decrease in elevation in the same direction. 

2.3 Watershed 

The review area is within the Santa Ana Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 8 (18070203), San Timoteo 
Wash HUC 10 (1807020304), and San Timoteo Canyon-San Timoteo Wash HUC 12 
(180702030403) watersheds (Figure 3). In addition to the watersheds defined by the USGS and 
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commonly used by the Corps, the RWQCB also defines watershed boundaries by Hydrologic Units 
(HUs). The majority of the review area is within the Santa Ana Basin, the Santa Ana River HU, and 
the Beaumont Hydrologic Subarea (Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board [Santa Ana 
RWQCB] 1986; Santa Ana RWQCB 2019). 

3 Methods 

3.1 Pre-Field Review 

Prior to the on-site delineation, field maps were created using a Geographic Information System 
(GIS) and a color aerial photograph at a 1:150 scale. RBC staff also reviewed USGS National 
Hydrography Dataset (NHD) and topography data (Figure 2), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data (Figure 4), and Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) soils data (Figure 4) to further determine the potential locations of aquatic 
resources within the review area. RBC also utilized Google Earth to assess current and historic 
presence or absence of flows and/or ponding in the review area (Google Earth Pro 2021). RBC 
also reviewed the 2004 Delineation of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands Sunny-Cal Specific Plan 
Project, City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California (Sunny-Cal JD Report; Michael Brandman 
Associates 2004) and the 2006 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan, Annexation, And Sphere of Influence Amendment, SCH# 2004121092 (Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan Draft EIR; Michael Brandman Associates 2006). 

3.2 On-Site Delineation and Mapping 

RBC regulatory specialists Sarah Krejca and Chelsea Polevy conducted an initial jurisdictional 
assessment field visit on April 22, 2021 and an aquatic resources delineation field visit on June 3, 
2021. RBC regulatory specialist Sarah Krejca and Shanti Santulli conducted an additional aquatic 
resources delineation field visit on June 7, 2021. Field conditions during these field visits are 
provided below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Field Conditions 

Date Survey Time 
Start – End 

Temperature (oF) 
Start – End 

Wind Speed Range            
(miles per hour) 

Start – End 

Cloud Cover (%) 
Start – End 

4/22/2021 0745 – 1315 48 – 61 0 to 5 – 5 to 8  100 – 100  

6/03/2021 0730 – 1500 67 – 92 0 to 1 – 10 to 15  0 – 0 

6/07/2021 0815 – 1245 52 – 62  2 to 5 – 5 to 10 100 – 90 

Figure 1 and Figures 5A to 5C depict the 219.37-acre review area. RBC regulatory specialist Sarah 
Krejca also completed a Streamflow Duration Assessment Method (SDAM) survey during the June 
3 and June 7, 2021 field visits. 
Areas with depressions, drainage patterns, and/or wetland vegetation within the review area were 
evaluated, with focus on the presence of defined channels and/or wetland vegetation, soils, and 
hydrology. 
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While in the field, potential aquatic resources were recorded using a hand-held Global Positioning 
System (GPS) unit with a level of accuracy ranging from 8 to 24 feet. RBC staff refined the data 
using aerial photographs and topographic maps with one-foot contours to ensure accuracy.  
All figures generated for this ARDR follow the Corps’ Updated Map and Drawing Standards for the 
South Pacific Division Regulatory Program (Corps 2016). 

The below subsections provide the aquatic resources delineation methods used per agency; 
Appendix C provides additional details regarding the agencies’ applicable regulations and 
guidance associated with this ARDR. 

3.2.1 Corps 

Ordinary High Water Mark Delineation 
Aquatic resources with a defined ordinary high water mark (OHWM) would be considered potential 
non-wetland waters of the U.S. Corps regulations at 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 329.11 
define an OHWM as “the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in 
the character of soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; the presence of litter or debris; or other 
appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas” (51 Federal Register 
[FR] 41251, November 13, 1986). RBC staff used guidance provided in A Field Guide to the 
Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western 
United States (OHWM Field Guide; Corps 2008a) and Regulatory Guidance Letter (RGL) 05-05 to 
estimate the extent of an OHWM in the field where applicable. For each feature exhibiting the 
potential presence of an OHWM, RBC completed a 2010 Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent 
Streams OHWM Datasheet following the guidance provided in the Updated Datasheet for the 
Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western 
United States (OHWM Datasheet; Corps 2010). Per the 2010 OHWM Datasheet, common 
indicators of an OHWM include a break in slope (i.e., abrupt cut in bank slope created by 
hydrogeomorphic processes across the landscape), changes in average sediment texture between 
floodplain units (i.e., low-flow, active floodplain, low terrace), and changes in vegetation species 
and/or cover between floodplain units. 
Wetland Delineation 
Field staff examined potential wetland waters of the U.S. using the routine determination methods 
set forth in Part IV, Section D, Subsection 2 of the Corps 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual 
(Wetland Manual; Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the 2008 Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region Version 2.0 (Arid West 
Supplement; Corps 2008b) where potential wetland conditions occur within the review area (e.g., 
areas with depressions, drainage patterns, and/or wetland vegetation where flooding or ponding 
could occur to create wetland conditions). Areas that meet the three parameters per the Arid West 
Supplement (i.e., hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology, following methods 
set forth in the Wetland Manual and Arid West Supplement) would be considered wetland waters 
of the U.S. RBC staff base wetland plant indicator status (i.e., Obligate [OBL], occurs 99+% in 
wetlands; Facultative Wetland [FACW], occurs 67-99% in wetlands; Facultative [FAC], occurs 34-
66% in wetlands; Facultative Upland [FACU], occurs 1-33% in wetlands; Upland [UPL], occurs 
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99+% in uplands; and Not Listed [NL], considered UPL for wetland delineation purposes) on the 
National Wetland Plant List (NWPL; Corps 2018) and hydric soils indicators on Field Indicators of 
Hydric Soils in the United States, Version 8.2 (NRCS 2018a). Soil chromas were identified in the 
field according to Munsell Soil-Color Charts with Genuine Munsell Color Chips (Munsell Color 
2015) and per the Wetland Manual and Arid West Supplement. Plants identified at wetland 
delineation sampling locations were identified according to The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of 
California, 2nd edition (Baldwin et al. 2012) and nomenclature followed Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora 
Project 2019). 

3.2.2 RWQCB 
Ordinary High Water Mark Delineation 
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs do not have regulations or 
guidance on defining the extent of non-wetland waters of the State. As such, field staff identified 
the lateral limits of potential non-wetland waters of the State using the same methods for 
determining an OHWM per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1 as they have generally been 
considered coincident.  

Wetland Delineation 
The State Policy for Water Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges 
of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters of the State (the Procedures; SWRCB 2021) defines wetland 
waters of the State. The Procedures were adopted on April 2, 2019; went into effect on May 28, 
2020; and were revised on April 6, 2021. As detailed in the Procedures, the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs define a wetland as follows: “An area is wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the 
area has continuous or recurrent saturation of the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or 
shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic 
conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the 
area lacks vegetation” (SWRCB 2021).  
The Procedures provide that RWQCBs shall rely on a wetland delineation from a final ARDR 
verified by the Corps to determine the extent of wetland waters of the State. If any potential 
wetland areas have not been delineated in a final ARDR verified by the Corps, the limits of such 
potential wetland waters of the State shall be identified using the same wetland delineation 
methods per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1, except that a lack of vegetation (i.e., less 
than 5 percent areal coverage of plants during the peak of the growing season) does not preclude 
an area from meeting the definition of a wetland waters of the State (SWRCB 2021).  

3.2.3 CDFW 

Lake, Streambed, and Associated Riparian and Wetland Habitat Delineation 

CDFW jurisdiction relies on the presence of a lake and/or streambed and associated riparian or 
wetland habitat. Lakes include “natural lakes or man-made reservoirs” (14 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] § 1.56). CDFW regulations define a streambed as "a body of water that flows at 
least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supporting fish or 
other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports 
riparian vegetation" (14 CCR § 1.72). The 1987 Rutherford v. State of California (188 Cal. App. 3d 
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1268) decision further provided that a streambed is the “channel of a water course; the depression 
between the banks worn by the regular and usual flow of the water.” A streambed includes the 
“[a]rea extending between the opposing banks measured from the foot of the banks from the top 
of the water at its ordinary stage, including sand bars which may exist between the foot of said 
banks….” (188 Cal. App. 3d 1268). The bank is defined as “the slope or elevation of land that 
bounds the bed of the stream in a permanent or long-standing way, and that confines the stream 
water up to its highest level” (The People v. Phillip Wright Osborn, 116 Cal. App. 4th 764). 
Riparian habitat refers to vegetation and habitat associated with a stream. CDFW-jurisdictional 
habitat includes all riparian shrub or tree canopy that may extend beyond the banks of a stream. 
Isolated riparian habitat (i.e., where riparian vegetation does not appear associated with an 
ephemeral wash) is not considered CDFW-jurisdictional.  

CDFW follows the USFWS wetland definition and classification system, which defines a wetland as 
transitional land between terrestrial and aquatic systems having one or more of the following 
attributes: “(1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly hydrophytes; (2) the substrate 
is predominantly undrained hydric soil; and (3) the substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water 
or covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year” (USFWS 1979). 
A wetland is presumed when all three attributes are present; if less than three attributes are 
present the presumption of a wetland must be supported by “the demonstrable use of wetland 
areas by wetland associated fish or wildlife resources, related biological activity, and wetland 
habitat values” (California Fish and Game Commission [CFGC] 1994).  

Potential CDFW-jurisdictional wetland boundaries were determined based on the presence of 
wetland areas supported by a lake or streambed. Wetland delineation methods to determine the 
presence of one or more wetland attributes included the same methods per the Corps as 
described in Section 3.2.1.  
Based on the above, potential CDFW-jurisdictional aquatic resources delineated included lakes 
and/or streambeds and their associated riparian and wetland habitats. Field staff delineated the 
lateral extent of potential CDFW jurisdiction to be “bank to bank” for a streambed or to the 
“dripline” of riparian habitat and/or wetland boundary, if present.  

4 Site Alterations, Current and Past Land Use 
RBC staff reviewed Google Earth Pro (Google Earth 2021), the University of California – Santa 
Barbara (UCSB; UCSB n.d.) database, the 2006 Sunny-Cal Specific Plan Draft EIR (Michael 
Brandman Associates 2006), and the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report (Michael Brandman Associates 
2004) to assess historic and ongoing land uses within the review area. 

Based on a review of Google Earth Pro and the UCSB database, various potentially jurisdictional 
features (e.g., Non-Wetland Water [NWW-] 2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, 
and NWW-3B1 per Section 6 below) occurred within their current locations in the review area at 
least as far back as May 1938 (i.e., the earliest aerial image available; Appendix D). Agriculture 
fields or farming operations are also visible on historic aerials as far back as May 1938 and are 
primarily concentrated in the northeastern portion of the review area until around June 1980 (UCSB 
n.d.; Appendix D). By September 1996, farming operations were expanded further into the center 
of the review area through the construction of several large poultry sheds (UCSB n.d.; Appendix 
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D). Based on a review of the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report, the review area encompasses the 
previously active Sunny-Cal Poultry Farm, which contained operations buildings, employee 
housing, and poultry sheds, and housed other livestock such as pigs and cattle (Michael 
Brandman Associates 2004). Per historic aerials, runoff from these developments may have 
resulted in the creation of various ditches, erosional features, and swales (further described in 
Section 6 below; Appendix D). Remains of these developments, such as shed and building 
foundations, exist to this day. Furthermore, per the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report, the former poultry 
farm developed various human-made settling basins throughout the review area which were 
utilized as manure holding areas (e.g., Basin [B-] 1, B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-5, per Section 6 below; 
Michael Brandman Associates 2004). These basins were established between September 1996 
and December 2003 (UCSB n.d.; Appendix D). Normal circumstances were assumed to be 
present within the review area. 
The Sunny-Cal Specific Plan Draft EIR determined four drainages within the review area to be 
Corps- and CDFW-jurisdictional (Michael Brandman Associates 2006) within the general locations 
of NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-3, NWW-3B, NWW-3B1, and portions of NWW-3A, further discussed 
in Section 6 below. Furthermore, the associated Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Specific Plan (Tract 36583) 
Project was previously permitted and mitigated under various regulatory approvals in 2015-2016 
(CWA Section 404 Nationwide Permit 29 and 43 [File No. SPL-2014-00601-JEM]; CWA Section 
401 Water Quality Certification [SARWQCB Project No. 332014-20]; and CDFW SAA No. 1600-
2014-0180-R6 [Revision 2]) and included permanent impacts to waters of the U.S./State and 
streambed/riparian habitat; however, the Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Specific Plan (Tract 36583) Project 
did not move forward and the previously permitted impacts did not occur. Furthermore, site 
ownership and project design has changed. As such, this ARDR supercedes previous delineations 
for review area and will be used to support future permitting associated with the Beaumont Summit 
Station Project. 
The following sections provide additional details regarding site alterations and land use specific to 
on-site soils, hydrology, and vegetation based on available data and the site visit. 

4.1 Soils 

Based on the NRCS soils data map (Figure 4), seven soil map units, outlined below in Table 2, 
occur within the review area: 

Table 2. Soil Mapped within Review Area 

Soil Map Unit Soil 
Series/Unit 

Geomorphic 
Surface Taxonomic Class NRCS Hydric 

Status 

Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes, eroded Greenfield Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Coarse-loamy, 

mixed, active, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes, eroded Greenfield Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Coarse-loamy, 
mixed, active, thermic 

Typic Haploxeralfs 
No 

Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 
percent slopes, eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 
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Soil Map Unit Soil 
Series/Unit 

Geomorphic 
Surface Taxonomic Class NRCS Hydric 

Status 

Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 
percent slopes, eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes, severely eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 
percent slopes, severely eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Terrace escarpments N/A Terraces N/A No 

The National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils defines hydric soils; Changes in Hydric Soils 
Database Selection Criteria (77 FR 12234) outlines the current four hydric soil criteria. The NRCS 
does not list any of the soil map units within the review area as hydric. 
The soils outlined above in Table 2 are further described below per the USDA’s NRCS Official Soil 
Series Description and Series Classification database (NRCS 2018b) and the USDA’s Soil Survey 
of Western Riverside Area, California (1971): 
Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-drained 
soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona soils 
have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric.  
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Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-drained 
soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona soils 
have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series consists of 
well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. 
Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly 
level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. 
Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and 
seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The 
NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded, which occurs 
on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series consists of 
well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. 
Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly 
level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. 
Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and 
seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The 
NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded, which occurs 
on site, as hydric. 

Terrace escarpments – Terrace escarpments consist of variable alluvium on terraces or gullies 
derived from granite, gabbro, metamorphosed sandstone, sandstone, or mica-schist. Slopes 
range from 30 to 75 percent. Vegetation is sparse and includes annual grasses, salvia (Salvia sp.), 
flat-top buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum). Areas of 
terrace escarpments are used primarily for watershed and as wildlife habitat. The NRCS does not 
list terrace escarpments, which occurs on site, as hydric. 

As stated in the Arid West Supplement, RBC used the hydric soils list as a tool and made final 
hydric soils determinations based on field-collected data at representative wetland delineation 
sample points deemed appropriate on site as recorded on the attached Arid West Wetland 
Determination Data Forms (Appendix E) discussed further in Section 6.1. 

4.2 Hydrology 

Per the review of on-line data sources, USGS NHD maps one “Stream/River” (ephemeral) in the 
western portion of the review area, one “Stream/River” (ephemeral) in the southern portion of the 
review area, and six “Reservoirs” in the central and western portions of the review area (Figure 2; 
USGS 2020). USFWS NWI maps one feature with a designation of “Riverine” in the southern 
portion of the review area (Figure 4; USFWS 2019). USFWS NWI classifies the onsite feature as 
Riverine, R4SBA, indicating that the feature is an intermittent (R4) streambed (SB) that temporarily 
floods (A). However, based on field observations in April and June 2021, the on-site features are 
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expected to convey ephemeral flows (i.e., only in direct response to precipitation).  
The primary known hydrologic source for the observed on-site drainages and “reservoirs,” 
discussed further below, is direct precipitation only. The southern USGS NHD and USFWS NWI 
feature also receives runoff from development south of the review area that is collected and 
conveyed on site through a culverted storm drain outlet that flows north under Brookside Avenue. 
Previously, on-site drainages also received runoff from the former on-site agricultural operations 
(poultry and livestock farm) and the on-site “reservoirs” were used as settling basins to hold 
manure from chicken, pigs, and cows. 

Based on field observations, the on-site USGS NHD feature within the western portion of the 
review area travels west, then continues off site. The USGS NHD and USFWS NWI feature within 
the southern portion of the review area enters the review area then drains through two culvert 
outlets under Brookside Avenue, travels northwest, then continues off site. The USGS NHD maps 
the two features as converging just west of the review area and continuing as an ephemeral stream 
for approximately 4 miles until transitioning to an intermittent stream for approximately 7.5 miles, 
then connecting with the San Timoteo Wash. The San Timoteo Wash then continues for 
approximately 6.6 miles before outletting into the Santa Ana River, which ultimately discharges into 
the Pacific Ocean (USGS 2020). 

4.3 Vegetation 

Table 3 provides vegetation community acreages within the review area based on vegetation 
mapping conducted by RBC biologists on April 22, 2021 (Figure 6). The review area primarily 
consists of non-native grassland. The vegetation community classifications generally follow 
Holland’s Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 
1986) and are consistent with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP; Dudek & Associates, Inc. 2003) vegetation mapping classification. 

Table 3. Vegetation Communities within Review Area 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Acre(s)1 

Blue Elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) Stands 0.31 

Chamise Chaparral 0.19 

Developed 61.66 

Disturbed Habitat 1.59 

Eucalyptus Woodland 0.80 

Mulefat Scrub 2.32 

Non-native Grassland 146.83 

Non-native Riparian 2.37 

Non-native Vegetation 0.81 

Riversidean Sage Scrub 1.12 
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Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Acre(s)1 

Torrey’s Scrub Oak (Quercus x acutidens) Stands 1.37 

Total 219.37 
1 Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and 
thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

Blue Elderberry Stands 
Individual stands of blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) occur within the review area 
(0.31 acre). Blue elderberry is a tall woody shrub that can grow up to 25 feet tall. The blue 
elderberry trees within the review area do not represent a specific vegetation community, rather a 
monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the surrounding non-native grassland 
habitat. 

Chamise Chaparral 
Chamise chaparral is overwhelmingly dominated by chamise. Chamise chaparral within the review 
area (0.19 acre) contains some individuals of California buckwheat and occurs along the 
northwestern review area boundary. Chamise chaparral continues as patches within non-native 
grassland west of the review area.  
Developed 

Developed land does not support native vegetation and includes human-made structures. 
Developed land within the review area (61.66 acres) includes buildings and paved surfaces 
associated with the former agricultural operations.  

Disturbed Habitat 
Disturbed habitat is typically classified as land on which the native vegetation has been significantly 
altered by agriculture, construction, or other land-clearing activities, and the species composition 
and site conditions are not characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant association (e.g. 
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub). Disturbed habitat is typically found in vacant lots, along 
roadsides, within construction staging areas, and in abandoned fields. The habitat is typically 
dominated by non-native annual species and perennial broadleaf species. Disturbed habitat within 
the review area (1.59 acres) occurs within the gravel driveways and staging areas that support the 
sparse growth of non-native grasses and forbaceous species.  

Eucalyptus Woodland 
Eucalyptus woodland (Eucalyptus spp.) habitat ranges from single-species thickets with little or no 
shrubby understory to scattered trees over a well-developed herbaceous and shrubby understory. 
In most cases, eucalyptus forms a dense stand with a closed canopy. Eucalyptus species produce 
a large amount of leaf and bark litter, the chemical and physical characteristics of which limit the 
ability of other species to grow in the understory, decreasing floristic diversity. A large stand of 
eucalyptus woodland occurs along the western border of the review area (0.80 acre).   
Mulefat Scrub 
Mulefat scrub consists of mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) as the dominant or co-dominant species 
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within a continuous shrub canopy or thicket. A few isolated, individual willows (Salix spp.) also 
occur within the continuous mulefat scrub. The herbaceous layer is typically sparse. Mulefat scrub 
within the review area (2.32 acres) is approximately 10-15 feet in height and co-occurs with the 
blue elderberry stands and non-native riparian vegetation within the canyons and drainages in the 
southwest.  

Non-native Grassland 
Non-native grassland within the review area is dominated by ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus) but 
also contains occurrences of other non-native grass and forbaceous species such as red brome 
(Bromus rubens), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana). Rigid fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii) was observed within the non-native grassland 
habitat growing out of the topographical depressions in the western portion of review area. The 
review area is frequently mowed and was previously grazed using cattle, keeping non-native 
grasses and ruderal species fairly low to the ground. Non-native grassland (146.83 acres) occurs 
throughout much of the review area.  

Non-native Riparian 
Non-native riparian habitat includes densely vegetated riparian thickets dominated by non-native, 
invasive species. Non-native riparian habitat within the review area (2.37 acres) consists of 
monotypic stands of tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), occurring within the drainages in the 
southwestern portion of the review area. Tree of heaven are large trees with some individuals 
exceeding 30 feet in height. Virtually no understory occurs within the stands of tree of heaven that 
occur within the review area.  
Non-native Vegetation 
Non-native vegetation refers to areas where non-native ornamentals and landscaping have been 
installed. Non-native vegetation within the review area (0.81 acre) occurs just south of Brookside 
Avenue and is dominated by tree of heaven and pine trees (Pinus sp.)  
Riversidean Sage Scrub 

Riversidean sage scrub (1.12 acres) is a form of coastal sage scrub found in Riverside County 
consisting of low, soft shrubs. The review area supports small patches of Riversidean sage scrub 
that are dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and California buckwheat and 
contain non-native grasses between shrubs. Riversidean sage scrub is found in the southwestern 
portion of the review area and along the southern review area boundary.  
Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 

Mature individuals of Torrey’s scrub oak (Quercus x acutidens) form distinct stands (1.37 acres) 
occurring along the upper banks of canyons and drainages within the western portion of the review 
area. Torrey’s scrub oak is a small oak tree and on-site Torrey’s scrub oak do not exceed 25 feet 
in height. Non-native grasses occur as the understory between individual trees. The stands of 
Torrey’s scrub oak within the review area do not represent a specific vegetation community (e.g., 
scrub oak chaparral), but are a monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the 
surrounding non-native grassland habitat.   
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5 Precipitation Data and Analysis 
RBC utilized the NRCS Agricultural Applied Climate Information System (AgACIS) database for the 
Beaumont 2.5 NW station (approximately 0.7 mile southeast) to access pre-site visit precipitation 
data (NRCS 2021), as shown in Table 4.  
RBC also utilized the Corps’ Antecedent Precipitation Tool (APT) to assess whether or not the 
delineation date occurred in a drier, average, or wetter than normal period for the review area 
(Corps 2020). The Corps created the APT to assist with determining “typical year” precipitation 
conditions for a review area (i.e., the normal periodic range of precipitation and other climate 
variables for the waterbody). Additionally, the APT can also generally inform the regulatory agencies 
whether or not normal hydrologic/climatic conditions were on site at the time of the site visit and 
assist with completion of the Wetland Determination Data Forms (Appendix E).  

5.1 Precipitation Summary 
Table 4 describes the estimated monthly total precipitation for the review area from June 2020 to 
May 2021 to provide the pertinent pre-site visit precipitation data from the NRCS database for the 
Beaumont 2.5 NW, California NWS station (NRCS 2021).  

Table 4. Precipitation Data for June 2020 to May 2021 

 Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May 

Monthly Total 
Precipitation 

(inch[es]) 
0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 T* 0.70 1.26 2.48 0.15 1.94 0.13 M1 

1Per AgACIS database: “Values of 'M' indicate missing data and ‘T’ indicates a trace.” 

5.2 Antecedent Precipitation Tool Data 
The APT provides three climatological parameters: Palmer Drought Severity Index (PDSI), season, 
and antecedent precipitation condition. The PDSI is a standardized index calculated on a monthly 
basis with PDSI value outputs ranging from -10 (extremely dry) to +10 (extremely wet) (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] 2020) to assess drought conditions (i.e., PDSI 
Class). The APT determines wet vs. dry season based on related procedures provided in the 
applicable regional supplement for the review area (i.e., Arid West Supplement). The antecedent 
precipitation condition is classified as drier than normal with an antecedent runoff condition (ARC) 
score less than 10; normal with an ARC score between 10 to 14; or wetter than normal with an 
ARC score greater than 14 (Corps 2000). 
Table 5 summarizes the key data extrapolated from the APT output to compare the current year 
30-day rolling total to the averaged 30-year normal for the weather stations with comprehensive 
historical data within 30 miles of the review area: estimated drought conditions, wet or dry season 
determination, ARC score, and antecedent precipitation condition. The APT output provided in 
Appendix F and summarized in Table 5, noted a PDSI Class of “severe drought” on April 22, 2021 
and “extreme drought” on June 3, 2021 and June 7, 2021 for the review area; the precipitation 
and climatic conditions were classified as “drier than normal” on April 22, 2021 and “normal” on 
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June 3, 2021 and June 7, 2021 for the review area based on the 30-day rolling totals for the three 
months preceding the field survey dates. Field staff considered the drought conditions during the 
field delineation, evaluated how the drought conditions could affect the data collected on the Arid 
West Wetland Determination Data Forms and Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM 
Datasheets (Appendix E), and used recent and historic aerials to ensure appropriate representation 
of the extent of the on-site aquatic features for this ARDR despite 2021 drought conditions. 

Table 5. Antecedent Precipitation Tool Data for the Review Area 

Field Survey 
Date PDSI Value PDSI Class Season ARC 

Score 

Antecedent 
Precipitation 

Condition 

4/22/2021 -3.99 Severe drought Dry season 9 Drier than normal 

6/03/2021 -4.98 Extreme drought Dry season 10 Normal conditions 

6/07/2021 -4.98 Extreme drought Dry season 11 Normal conditions 

6 Description of Observed Potential Aquatic 
Resources 

The following descriptions of observed potential aquatic resources within the review area 
document the presence or absence of aquatic resource indicators per the methods discussed in 
Section 3. The subsections below are intended to be reviewed independently under each agency’s 
purview unless otherwise directed in the text (i.e., the aquatic resource description is the same 
between two or more agencies) given the various regulatory definitions and standards per each 
agency.  
Appendix G provides site photographs of the features within the review area; all figures in the 
Figure 5 series display representative photo points. 

6.1 Corps Wetland Waters of the U.S. 

RBC collected data at three representative Wetland Data Form Points (WDP) within the review 
area, one within NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 in Section 6.2 below), one within NWW-3 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3 in Section 6.2 below), and one within B-4 (see Basins 1 – 5 in Section 6.6 
below), to determine the presence or absence of jurisdictional wetland waters of the U.S. (Figure 
5A; Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as wetland waters of the U.S. based on the data collected during the field 
delineation, as discussed further in Section 6.2.  

6.2 Corps Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S. 
Non-Wetland Water 1 
NWW-1 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the far western portion of the 
review area (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-1 is an approximately 175-linear foot feature within an 
area of non-native grassland, the upstream extent of which appeared severely incised and 
erosional. After approximately 145 linear feet, NWW-1 converges with NWW-1A (see Non-Wetland 
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Water 1A below) before continuing off site and downstream, and exhibiting a more defined bed 
and bank with established vegetation along the banks. 

OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP) 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 1A below) represents the OHWM within 
NWW-1 given the similar conditions observed within NWW-1A; similarily, WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2 below) provides representative wetland delineation data for NWW-1 given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW 2. The estimated OHWM within NWW-1 measured 
approximately four feet wide until NWW-1 converged with NWW-1A, at which point the OHWM 
increased to approximately six feet wide. 

Non-Wetland Water 1A 
NWW-1A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs withn the far western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary of NWW-1 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-1A is an approximately 
156-linear foot feature within an area of non-native grassland that, similar to NWW-1, originates as 
a severely incised and erosional feature. 
An OHWM delineation was conducted within the drainage to confirm the presence or absence of 
OHWM indicators. ODP 3 confirmed the presence of the following OHWM indicators within NWW-
1A: a faint break in bank slope and change in vegetation cover between the active floodplain and 
adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 3). WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 below) was 
representative of the conditions in NWW-1A. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM 
measured approximately six feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-1A.  
Non-Wetland Water 2 

NWW-2 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that travels through the western portion of the 
review area, south of NWW-1 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2 is an approximately 1,018-linear 
foot feature within an area of non-native grassland that initiates just west of B-4 (see Basin 4 
below). After approximately 200 linear feet, NWW-2 converges with NWW-2A (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2A below), then flows approximately 90 linear feet before converging with NWW-2B (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2B below) after which NWW-2 continues an additional 70 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-2C (see Non-Wetland Water 2C below). After converging with NWW-2C, 
NWW-2 flows approximately 658 linear feet before continuing off site and downstream.   
A wetland and OHWM delineation were conducted within NWW-2 to confirm the presence or 
absence of wetland parameters and/or OHWM indicators. ODP 4 confirmed the presence of the 
following OHWM indicators within NWW-2: a break in bank slope and change in vegetation cover 
between the active floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 4). Based on the 
data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from three feet to four feet wide throughout the 
extent of NWW-2.  
WDP 2 was taken within a vegetated area dominated by blue elderberry (FACU), mulefat (FAC), 
false brome (Brachypodium distachyon; NL/UPL), and ripgut brome (NL/UPL). WDP 2 did not meet 
the hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, or wetland hydrology parameters (Figure 5A; Appendix E, 
WDP 2). 

Non-Wetland Water 2A 
NWW-2A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
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review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2A displays a faint OHWM 
and flows for approximately 168 linear feet through a small area dominated by mulefat and non-
native grasses before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  
ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) was representative of the OHWM in NWW-2A. WDP 2 
(see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) was representative of the conditions in NWW-2A. Based on the 
data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from one foot to two feet wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 2B 
NWW-2B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2B travels for 
approximately 175 linear feet through an area of non-native grassland before converging with 
NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  

ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) represents the OHWM within NWW-2B given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW-2; similarily, WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) provides 
representative wetland delineation data for NWW-2B given the similar conditions observed within 
NWW 2. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM measured approximately three feet 
wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 2C 

NWW-2C is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2C flows for approximately 
109 linear feet through a small area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  
ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) represents the OHWM within NWW-2C given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW-2; WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) also provides  
representative wetland delineation data for NWW-2C. Based on the data collected, the estimated 
OHWM measured approximately three feet wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 3 

NWW-3 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that flows through the southern portion of the 
review area (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-3 is an approximately 2,710-linear foot feature that 
enters the southern boundary of the review area then immediately flows through two culvert outlets 
under Brookside Avenue. After exiting the culverts, NWW-3 continues northwest for approximately 
600 linear feet through an area of non-native grassland, before converging with NWW-3A (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3A below). NWW-3 then flows northwest for approximately 1,740 linear feet 
through areas of non-native grassland, mulefat scrub, blue elderberry stands, and non-native 
riparian, until converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B below). After converging with 
NWW-3B, NWW-3 flows west approximately 370 linear feet before continuing off site and 
downstream.  
A wetland and OHWM delineation were conducted within NWW-3 to confirm the presence or 
absence of wetland parameters and/or OHWM indicators. ODP 7 confirmed the presence of the 
following OHWM indicators within NWW-3: a faint break in slope, change in average sediment 
texture, change in vegetation cover, and change in vegetation species between the active 
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floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 7). Based on the data collected, the 
estimated OHWM ranged from four feet to eight feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3.  

WDP 3 was taken within a sparsely vegetated area dominated by mulefat (FAC). WDP 3 met the 
hydrophytic vegetation parameter; however, WDP 3 did not meet the hydric soil or wetland 
hydrology parameters (Figure 5A; Appendix E, WDP 3). 

Non-Wetland Water 3A 
NWW-3A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the southern portion of the 
review area, east of NWW-3, and is a tributary to NWW-3 (Figure 5A). NWW-3A likely resulted from 
runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area and adjacent fields 
to the east of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, 
NWW-3A appeared to have previously convey surface flows/runoff downslope from the former 
farming operations within the review area, based on its location just south of the former poultry 
sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-3A is an approximately 
1,290-linear foot feature that originates at the western extent of Swale (S-) 1 (see Swales 1– 5 
below) and eventually converges with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above).  
An OHWM delineation was conducted within the drainage to confirm the presence or absence of 
OHWM indicators. ODP 5 confirmed the presence of the following OHWM indicators within NWW-
3A: a break in bank slope, change in average sediment texture, and change in vegetation cover 
between the active floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 5). WDP 3 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3 above) was representative of the conditions in NWW-3A. 

Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from approximately three feet to six 
feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3A. 
Non-Wetland Water 3B 

NWW-3B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area, directly west of what remains of the former poultry sheds (Figure 5A). NWW-3B is a 
tributary to NWW-3 that likely resulted from runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast 
corner of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based 
on a review of historic aerials and field observations, NWW-3B appeared to previously convey 
surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations within the review area (Appendix D). 
Specifically, NWW-3B is an approximately 1,273-linear foot feature that originates just west of the 
western extent of Erosional Feature (EF-) 8 (see Erosional Features 1 – 8 below), then travels 
approximately 393 linear feet before converging with NWW-3B1 (see Non-Wetland Water 3B1 
below), then continues another 880 linear feet before converging with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 3 above).  
ODP 5 (see Non-Wetland Water 3A above) provides representative data for the OHWM in NWW-
3B given similar conditiosn wihtin the two features. WDP 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above) 
provides representative wetland delineation data in NWW-3B. Based on the data collected, the 
estimated OHWM measured approximately four feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3B. 

Non-Wetland Water 3B1 
NWW-3B1 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
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review area and is a tributary to NWW-3B (Figure 5A). NWW-3B1 likely also resulted from runoff 
from former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based on a review of historic aerials and field observations, 
NWW-3B1 appeared to previously convey surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations 
within the review area. Specifically, NWW-3B1 is an approximately 409-linear foot feature that 
originates at the western extent of S-5 (see Swales 1 – 5 below), then drains south/southwest as it 
gradually widens before converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B above). 
Data collected at ODP 5 (see Non-Wetland Water 3A above) represents of the OHWM observed 
within NWW-3B1. WDP 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above) also provides wetland delineation 
data in NWW-3B1. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from approximately 
one foot to four feet wide. 

6.3 CDFW Streambed and Associated Riparian and Wetland 
Habitats 

As outlined in Section 6.1, RBC collected data at three representative WDPs within the review area 
to determine the presence or absence of potential CDFW-jurisdictional wetlands (Figure 5B; 
Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as CDFW-jurisdictional wetlands based on the data collected during the field 
delineation.  
Figure 5B displays the estimated extent of streambed, delineated based on the top of the channel 
banks, and associated riparian habitat within the review area; Table 7 provides additional details. 
Non-Wetland Water 1: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-1 is a heavily vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the far western portion 
of the review area (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-1 is an approximately 175-linear foot feature 
ranging from approximately nine feet to 21 feet wide from bank to bank, within an area of non-
native grassland, the upstream extent of which appeared severly incised and erosional. After 
approximately 145 linear feet, NWW-1 converges with NWW-1A (see Non-Wetland Water 1A: 
Vegetated Streambed below) before continuing off site and downstream, and exhibiting a more 
defined bed and bank with established vegetation along the banks. The streambed and earthen 
banks are generally dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome 
(NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 1A: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-1A is a heavily vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs withn the far western portion 
of the review area and is a tributary of NWW-1 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-1A is an 
approximately 156-linear foot feature ranging from approximately eight feet to 30 feet wide from 
bank to bank, within an area of non-native grassland that, similar to NWW-1, originates as a 
severely incised and erosional feature. The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated 
by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and 
shortpod mustard (NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that travels through the western portion of the 
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review area, south of NWW-1 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2 is an approximately 1,018-linear 
foot feature ranging from approximately 15 feet to 60 feet wide from bank to bank, within an area 
of non-native grassland that initiates just west of B-4 (see Basin 4 below). After approximately 200 
linear feet, NWW-2 converges with NWW-2A (see Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed 
below), then continues approximately 90 linear feet before converging with NWW-2B (see Non-
Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed below), and travels an additional 70 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-2C (see Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed below). After 
converging with NWW-2C, NWW-2 flows west approximately 658 linear feet before continuing off 
site and downstream. The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated by non-native 
grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod 
mustard (NL/UPL). 

Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). NWW-2A likely resulted from runoff from the 
former agricultural operations, based on field observations and a review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-2A displays a faint streambed measuring approximately one foot 
to two feet wide from bank to bank, and flows for approximately 168 linear feet through a small 
area dominated by mulefat and non-native grasses before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-
Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are generally 
dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome 
(NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat 
Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-2A streambed includes 
mulefat scrub (Figure 5B). 
Non-Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2B ranges from 
approximately nine feet to 49 feet wide from bank to bank and travels for approximately 175 linear 
feet through an area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated 
by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and 
shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC). 

Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2C is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2C ranges from 
approximately 20 feet to 47 feet wide from bank to bank and flows northwest for approximately 
109 linear feet through a small area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are 
generally dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false 
brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC).  
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Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-3 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that flows through the southern portion of the 
review area (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-3 is an approximately 2,710-linear foot that ranges from 
approximately 12 feet to 140 feet wide from bank to bank. NWW-3 enters the southern boundary 
of the review area then immediately drains through two culvert outlets under Brookside Avenue. 
After exiting the culverts, NWW-3 travels northwest for approximately 600 linear feet through an 
area of non-native grassland, before converging with NWW-3A (see Non-Wetland Water 3A 
below). NWW-3 then continues northwest for approximately 1,740 linear feet through areas of non-
native grassland, mulefat scrub, blue elderberry stands, and non-native riparian, until converging 
with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed below). After converging with 
NWW-3B, NWW-3 flows west approximately 370 linear feet before continuing off site and 
downstream. The streambed is generally dominated by dominated by non-native grassland plant 
species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), and 
horehound (Marrubium vulgare; FACU). 

Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat 
Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3 streambed includes 
mulefat scrub, non-native riparian (dominated by tree of heaven [FACU]), and blue elderberry 
stands (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-3A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the southern portion of the 
review area, east of NWW-3, and is a tributary to NWW-3 (Figure 5B). NWW-3A likely resulted from 
runoff from former agricultural fields within the northeast corner of the review area and adjacent 
fields to the east of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). 
Furthermore, NWW-3A appeared to have previously convey surface flows/runoff downslope from 
the former farming operations within the review area, based on its location just south of the former 
poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-3A is an 
approximately 1,290-linear foot feature ranging from approximately six feet to 65 feet wide from 
bank to bank that originates at the western extent of S-1 (see Swales 1 – 5 below) and eventually 
flows into NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed is 
generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), 
and horehound (FACU). 
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat 

Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3A streambed includes 
blue elderbery stands (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-3B is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area, directly west of what remains of the former poultry sheds (Figure 5B). NWW-3B is a 
tributary to NWW-3 that likely resulted from runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast 
corner of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based 
on a review of historic aerials and field observations, NWW-3B appeared to previously convey 
surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations within the review area. Specifically, NWW-
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3B is an approximately 1,273-linear foot feature ranging from approximately 20 feet to 70 feet wide 
from bank to bank that originates just west of the western extent of EF-8 (see Erosional Features 1 
– 8 below), then flows west approximately 393 linear feet before converging with NWW-3B1 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed below), then travels another 880 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed 
is generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard 
(NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat 

Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3B streambed includes 
mulefat scrub (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-3B1 is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-3B (Figure 5B). NWW-3B1 likely resulted from runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based on a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based on a review of historic aerials and field observations, 
NWW-3B1 appeared to previously convey surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations 
within the review area. Specifically, NWW-3B1 is an approximately 409-linear foot feature ranging 
from approximately five feet to 30 feet wide from bank to bank that originates at the western extent 
of S-5 (see Swales 1 – 5 below), then continues south/southwest as it gradually widens before 
converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed above). The 
streambed is generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod 
mustard (NL/UPL). 

6.4 RWQCB Wetland Waters of the State 

As outlined in Section 6.1, RBC collected data at three representative WDPs within the review area 
to determine the presence or absence of jurisdictional wetland waters of the State (Figure 5C; 
Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as wetland waters of the State based on the data collected during the field 
delineation. 

6.5 RWQCB Non-Wetland Waters of the State 

Field staff identified the lateral limits of potential non-wetland waters of the State using the same 
methods for determining an OHWM per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1. as they have 
generally been considered coincident; however, based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB 
provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the RWQCB has 
asserted jurisdiction beyond the limits of the OHWM to include those areas considered 
jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian 
habitat). As such, RWQCB non-wetland boundaries are the same boundaries defined as CDFW-
jurisdictional streambed and associated riparian habitat for the review area. 

Figure 5C displays the estimated extent of RWQCB non-wetland waters within the review area; 
Table 8 provides additional details. 
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Non-Wetland Water 1: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-1 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-1 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 1: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 1A: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-1A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-1A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 1A: Vegetated Streambed). 

Non-Wetland Water 2: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-2A as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat). 

Non-Wetland Water 2B: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2B are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2B 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2C: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2C are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2C 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed). 

Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3 as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat).  
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Non-Wetland Water 3A: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3A: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3A as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat). 

Non-Wetland Water 3B: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3B are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3B 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3B as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3B1 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-
3B1 described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed). 

6.6 Other Features 

Field staff further investigated several areas with potential aquatic resource indicators, including 
basins, swales, erosional features, and an abandoned ditch as described below. Additionally, ODP 
1 was taken within a lower topographic area between two gentle slopes (Figures 5A to 5C; 
Appendix E, ODP 1). This lower topographic area and other similar areas within the review area 
(See Appendix G, Photos 2, 3, 5, and 6) did not display an OHWM or exhibit bed and bank 
indicators, and did not appear to convey surface flows. As discussed in Section 4, the review area 
has been heavily manipulated and disturbed since at least 1938 based on review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D); many of the features discussed below are expected to be a result of the consistent 
manipulation of the review area. 

Furthermore, the features discussed in this section are not discussed further in this ARDR as they 
are not anticipated to be jurisdictional under the Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW regulations, policy, 
and/or guidance based on the information provided in this section. An approved jurisdictional 
determination (AJD) can be provided under separate cover if required to confirm the features 
discussed below are not waters of the U.S.  
Swales 1 – 5 

Five swales (S-1 through S-5; Figures 5A to 5C) were observed during the field delineation that did 
not display an observable OHWM, bed and bank, or other evidence of conveying regular flows on 



BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORT 
 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING               

  
 

23 

site. These disturbed swale features also did not appear to convey flows to downstream aquatic 
resources via observed flow patterns, culverts, or other flow paths. A summary of the observed 
swales are provided below. 
S-1 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern corner of the review area that 
eventually converges with NWW-3A at its western extent. S-1 did not display an observable 
OHWM or bed and bank and instead appeared to convey surface flows from EF-4, which 
historically conveyed runoff from former agricultural fields in the neighboring properties east of the 
review area (Appendix D). ODP 6, taken in an area of non-native grassland, did not show evidence 
of a break in slope or a defined bed and bank between the swale and adjacent uplands. 
Additionally, ODP 6 did not contain a change in sediment texture, change in vegetation species or 
cover, or any other OHWM indicators between the swale and the adjacent upland area (Figures 5A 
to 5C; Appendix E, ODP 6). Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined 
bed and bank. 
S-2 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern portion of the review area, north 
of S-1, that converges with NWW-3A at its western extent. S-2 likely resulted from runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based on a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, S-2 appeared to have previously conveyed surface flows/runoff 
from the former farming operations within the review area based on its location just south of the 
former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). The conditions 
and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of the conditions and vegetation 
observed at S-2. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined bed and 
bank. 
S-3 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern portion of the review area, west 
of S-1 and S-2, that converges with NWW-3A at its southern extent. S-3 appeared to have 
previously conveyed surface flows/runoff downslope from the former farming operations, based on 
its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D). The conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of 
the conditions and vegetation observed at S-3. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an 
OHWM or defined bed and bank. 

S-4 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the central portion of the review area, east of 
NWW-3B, that converges with EF-6 at its western extent. S-4 appeared to have previously 
conveyed surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations, based on its location just south 
of the former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). The 
conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of the conditions and 
vegetation observed at S-4. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined 
bed and bank. 
S-5 is a concave drainage area located in the central portion of the review area, just west of Ditch 
(D-) 1 (see Ditch 1 below), that converges with NWW-3B1 at its western extent. S-5 appeared to 
have previously conveyed surface flows/runoff from an abandoned ditch (D-1) associated with the 
former agricultural operations. The conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and 
representative of the conditions and vegetation observed at S-5. Thus, this swale was determined 
to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
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Basins 1 – 5 
Five basins (B-1 through B-5; Figures 5A to 5C) that occur within the western portion of the review 
area did not display an observable OHWM or bed and bank and instead displayed cracked soils 
and some concavity within the otherwise flat landscape indicative of a basin. As discussed 
previously in Section 4, the former poultry farm developed B-1 through B-5 for use as settling 
basins to hold manure from chicken, pigs, and cows. Four additional areas were investigated as 
potential basins, based on the appearance of ponding water and/or possible concavity during a 
review of recent and historic aerials (Appendix D). These areas (see Appendix G, Photos 16, 37, 
44, 45, and 46) were determined to not qualify as basins, based on a lack of cracked soils and 
concavity.  
Wetland delineation data was collected within B-4 within a small stand of mulefat (FAC) to confirm 
the presence or absence of wetland parameters. WDP 1 met the wetland hydrology parameter 
based on the presence of surface soil cracks; however, WDP 1 did not meet the hydrophytic 
vegetation or hydric soil parameters (Figures 5A to 5C; Appendix E, WDP 1). WDP 1 was 
representative of the wetland conditions for B-1, B-2, B-3, and B-5.  
Erosional Features 1 – 8 
Eight erosional features (EF-1 through EF-8; Figures 5A to 5C) were observed during the field 
delineation that did not display an observable OHWM or defined bed and bank, and were severely 
incised. A summary of the observed erosional features are provided below. 
EF-1 is an incised erosional feature located in the northwestern corner of the review area. EF-1 
abruptly starts and stops within the otherwise flat landscape. EF-1 exhibited a slight break in slope, 
but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species 
or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not 
have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
EF-2 and EF-3 are deeply incised gullies/erosional features located south of EF-1, in the 
northwestern portion of the review area. Similar to EF-1, EF-2 and EF-3 also abruptly start and 
stop within the review area. ODP 2, taken in an area of non-native grassland within EF-2, exhibited 
a slight break in bank slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, 
change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM indicators (Figures 5A to 5C; Appendix 
E, ODP 2). The conditions and vegetation observed at EF-2 were similar to and representative of 
the conditions and vegetation observed at EF-3. Thus, these erosional features wer determined to 
not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation 
within the gullies and the abrupt stop to the features, EF-2 and EF-3 appear to no longer receive 
flows and do not convey flows downstream. 
EF-4 is a gully/erosional feature located in the southeastern corner of the review area. EF-4 
appears to initiate just to the east of the review area and appeared to previously convey runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the neighboring properties east of the review area (Appendix D). EF-4 
continues for a short distance before dissipating and becoming swale-like (see Swales 1 – 5 
above). EF-4 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. 
Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-4 and the quick transition into S-1, EF-
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4 appears to no longer receive flows or receive flows very infrequently, and does not convey flows 
downstream. 

EF-5 is a slightly incised erosional feature located in the southeastern portion of the review area. 
EF-5 appears to have conveyed runoff downslope from the previous poultry farm operations, due 
to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds. EF-5 exhibited a slight break 
in slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation 
species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined 
to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation 
within EF-5, EF-5 appears to no longer receive flows. 
EF-6 is a sharply incised gully/erosional feature located in the central portion of the review area, 
just west of S-4 (see Swales 1 – 5 above). EF-6 appears to have conveyed runoff from the previous 
poultry farm operations, due to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds 
and the presence of a black pipe where EF-6 initiates, that is assumed to have outletted discharge 
from the former farming operations. EF-6 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did not exhibit a 
distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other 
other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not have an OHWM or 
defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-6, EF-6 appears 
to no longer receive flows and does not convey flows downstream into NWW-3B.   
EF-7 is a gully/erosional feature located in the central portion of the review area, just south of EF-6, 
that connects to EF-8. Similar to EF-6, EF-7 appears to have conveyed runoff from the previous 
poultry farm operations, due to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds 
and the presence of a black pipe where EF-7 initiates, that is assumed to have outletted discharge 
from the former farming operations. It appeared that EF-7 previously discharged into EF-8, which 
was a slightly less incised erosional feature. EF-7 and EF-8 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did 
not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, 
or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, these erosional features were determined to not have 
an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-7 
and EF-8, these erosional features appear to no longer receive flows and do not convey flows 
downstream into NWW-3B.   

Ditch 1 
D-1 (Figures 5A to 5C) is an earthen-bottom ditch that is located in the center of the review area, 
within the former locations of the poultry sheds. D-1, which is located within an area of non-native 
grassland, appears to have initiated as runoff from underneath a concrete slab associated with the 
poultry sheds, then continues west before traveling through a culverted pipe and becoming more 
incised at several points before abruptly terminating (see Appendix G, Photo 40). Based on the 
established vegetation and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D), D-1 is an abandoned ditch that 
was created between May 2002 and June 2003 to convey runoff away from the poultry sheds. D-1 
displayed a break in bank slope but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment 
texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Vegetation 
within the ditch was well established and contained some refuse from the former agricultural 
operations, indicating that this ditch likely no longer receives flows and does not convey flows 
downstream into NWW-3B1.  
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7 Deviation from NWI and NHD 
The delineated extent of NWW-3 generally occurs within the area mapped by the USFWS NWI as 
“Riverine” and the area mapped by the NRCS NHD as an ephemeral “Stream/River” in the 
southern portion of the review area. However, although the NWI designates this aquatic resource 
as intermittent (R4), based on field observations in April and June 2021, NWW-3 is expected to 
convey ephemeral flows (i.e., only in direct response to precipitation). The delineated extent of 
NWW-2 generally occurs within the area mapped by the NRCS NHD as an ephemeral 
“Stream/River” in the western portion of the review area. The delineated extent of B-1, B-2, B-3, B-
4, and B-5 generally occur within five of the areas mapped by the NRCS NHD as “Reservoir”; two 
additional areas mapped by the NRCS NHD as “Reservoir” were inspected but were determined to 
not qualify as reservoirs based on a lack of cracked soils and concavity (see Basins 1 – 5 above). 
USGS NHD and USFWS NWI do not map any additional aquatic resources within the review area.   

8 Results and Conclusions 
The results provided in this section include the extent of delineated aquatic resources within the 
review area based on observed field indicators of potential waters of the U.S., waters of the State, 
and CDFW streambed and associated wetland and/or riparian habitat per the methodologies 
discussed in Section 3.  
This section, however, does not analyze the Corps’ jurisdictional status of the delineated features 
per the current regulations, guidance, and standard operating procedures. A jurisdictional analysis 
for an AJD, along with the applicable JD request forms, will be provided under separate cover to 
the Corps. 

8.1 Corps 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 displayed clear indicators of an OHWM, such as a break in bank slope, change in 
average sediment texture, and change in vegetation species and cover between the drainage and 
adjacent uplands (Figure 5A). However, these features did not meet the three wetland parameters.  
As such, NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-
3B, and NWW-3B1 may be considered non-wetland waters of the U.S. given the presence of an 
OHWM. Approximately 0.83 acre (7,483 linear feet) of potential non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
associated with NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, 
NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 6 and as 
shown on Figure 5A. The ORM Bulk Upload Aquatic Resources or Consolidated Excel spreadsheet 
is included as Appendix I.   
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Table 6. Aquatic Resource Summary: Corps 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Cowardin 

Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet) 

Observed 
OHWM 

Indicators1 

Observed 
Wetland 

Parameters2 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation3 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet 

NWW-1 R6 4 – 6 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-1A4 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2  
33.965908,   

-117.025153 0.02 175 

NWW-1A R6 6 – 6 CVC, BBS None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.966006,  

-117.025084 0.02 156 

NWW-2 R6 3 – 4 CVC, BBS None Yes/No 
 Non-native 

Grassland; See 
WDP 2 

33.964929,  
-117.023925 0.09 1,018 

NWW-2A R6 1 – 2 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.964977,  

-117.022656 <0.01 168 

NWW-2B R6 3 – 3 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.965185,   

-117.022994 0.01 175 

NWW-2C R6 3 – 3 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.964845,   

-117.023224 0.01 109 

NWW-3 R6 4 – 8 
CAST, 

CVS, CVC, 
BBS 

HV Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 
See WDP 3 

33.962391,   
-117.021747 0.39 2,710 

NWW-3A R6 3 – 6 CAST, 
CVS, BBS 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.962760,   

-117.018132 0.15 1,290 

NWW-3B R6 4 – 4 
CAST, 

CVS, BBS; 
see  

NWW-3A4 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.963540,   

-117.022834 0.12 1,273 

NWW-
3B1 R6 1 – 4 

CAST, 
CVS, BBS; 

see  
NWW-3A4 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.964055,   

-117.021934 0.03 409 

Total6 0.83 7,483 
1 OHWM Indicators: CAST = Change in average sediment texture; CVS = Change in vegetation species; CVC = Change in 
vegetation cover; BBS = Break in bank slope 
2 Wetland Indicators: HV = Hydrophytic vegetation 
3 See Figure 6 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
4 Based on a representative ODP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
5 Based on a representative WDP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
6 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 
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8.2 CDFW 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 qualify as CDFW streambed with associated riparian habitat.  

Approximately 8.00 acres (7,483 linear feet) of vegetated streambed and 1.01 acres of associated 
riparian habitat occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 7 and as shown on Figure 
5B. 

Table 7. Aquatic Resource Summary: CDFW  

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Aquatic 

Resource Type 
Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) 

Acre(s) Linear 
Feet2 

NWW-1 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 9 – 21 

33.965912,  
-117.025153 0.06 

175 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak 33.965905,  

-117.025193 0.01 

NWW-1A Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 8 – 30 33.966014,  

-117.025085 0.07 156 

NWW-2 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 15 – 60 

33.964951,  
-117.023674 0.71 

1,018 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak 33.964834,  

-117.024985 0.12 

NWW-2A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 1 – 2 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 <0.01 

168 
Mulefat Scrub 33.964970,      

-117.022752 <0.01 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 33.964966,  
-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 9 – 49 33.964825,  

-117.023223 0.08 175 

NWW-2C Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 20 – 47 33.962269,  

-117.020283 0.07 109 

NWW-3 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

12 – 140 

33.962377,  
-117.022101 2.37 

2,710 

Mulefat Scrub 33.962547,  
-117.021943 1.05 

Eucalyptus 
Woodland 

33.963045,  
-117.023804 0.07 

Non-native Riparian 33.961260,  
-117.018464 1.02 

Blue Elderberry 33.963695,  
-117.025272 0.11 

Riversidean Sage 
Scrub 

33.962362, 
-117.019172 0.03 

Riparian Habitat3 
Mulefat Scrub 

N/A 

33.962322,  
-117.022037 0.03 

– 
Non-native Riparian 33.962170,  

-117.020330 0.69 
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Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Aquatic 

Resource Type 
Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) 

Acre(s) Linear 
Feet2 

Blue Elderberry 33.961528,  
-117.018718 0.04 

NWW-3A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 6 – 65 

33.963610,  
-117.020925 0.87 

1,290 
Blue Elderberry 33.962783,  

-117.018163 0.14 

Riparian Habitat3 Blue Elderberry N/A 33.962425,  
-117.019001 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

20 – 70 

33.963566,  
-117.022903 0.36 

1,273 Mulefat Scrub 33.963562,  
-117.023254 0.61 

Riversidean Sage 
Scrub 

33.963522,  
-117.022922 0.07 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 33.963617,  
-117.022422 0.21 – 

NWW-3B1 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 5 – 30 33.964098,  

-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total4 9.01 7,483 
1 Corresponds with the approximate stream bank widths observed during delineation. Width range accounts for entirety of 
streambed delineated, not individual vegetation communities. 
2 Linear feet not calculated for individual aquatic resource type and vegetation community (including riparian habitat that 
occurs outside of delineated streambed) to avoid redundant linear foot calculation where such areas overlap. 
3 Occurs outside of delineated streambed. 
4 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) 
and thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

8.3 RWQCB 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 displayed clear indicators of an OHWM, such as a break in bank slope, change in 
average sediment texture, and change in vegetation species and cover between the drainage and 
adjacent uplands (Appendix E). However, based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided 
on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the RWQCB has asserted 
jurisdiction beyond the limits of the OHWM to include those areas considered jurisdictional by 
CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). As such, 
NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1, to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat, may be 
considered waters of the State (Figure 5C). These features did not meet the three wetland 
parameters.  

Approximately 8.00 acres (7,483 linear feet) of potential non-wetland waters of the State and 1.01 
acres of associated riparian habitat occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 8 and 
as shown on Figure 5C.  
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Table 8. Aquatic Resource Summary: RWQCB 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Type1 

Cowardin 
Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet)2 

Observed 
Wetland 

Parameters3 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation4 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet5 

NWW-1 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 9 – 21 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.965911, 
-117.025160 0.07 175 

NWW-1A 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 8 – 30 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.966014,  
-117.025085 0.07 156 

NWW-2 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 15 – 60 None Yes/No 
 Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964934,  
-117.023860 0.82 1,018 

NWW-2A 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 1 – 2 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.964970,  

-117.022603 <0.01 168 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Mulefat Scrub 33.964966,  

-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 9 – 49 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 0.08 175 

NWW-2C 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 20 – 47 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964825,  
-117.023223 0.07 109 

NWW-3 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 12 – 
140 HV Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 3 

33.962631,  
-117.022409 4.66 2,710 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Non-native 

Riparian 
33.962302,  

-117.0218138 0.76 – 

NWW-3A 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 6 – 65 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.962732,  
-117.018281 1.01 1,290 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Blue 

Elderberry 
33.962362,  

-117.019172 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 20 – 70 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.963595,  

-117.022740 1.04 1,273 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Mulefat Scrub 33.963610,  

-117.020925 0.21 – 

NWW-
3B1 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 5 – 30 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964098,  
-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total9 9.01 7,483 
1 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction beyond the OHWM to include 
those areas considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). 
2 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the widths of RWQCB-jurisdictional non-wetland waters correspond 
with the approximate CDFW stream bank widths observed during delineation (i.e., to the top of the channel banks). 
3 Wetland Indicators: HV = Hydrophytic vegetation 
4 See Figure 6 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
5 Linear feet not calculated for riparian habitat that occurs outside of non-wetland waters to avoid redundant linear foot calculation 
where such areas overlap. 
6 Based on a representative WDP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
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7 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, RWQCB jurisdiction extends beyond the OHWM to include those areas 
considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and associated riparian habitat). This riparian habitat 
occurs outside of the delineated non-wetland water (i.e., the top of channel banks). 
8 Representative coordinates of riparian habitat associated with NWW-3. See Figure 5C for all riparian habitat associated with 
NWW-3. 
9 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

8.4 Disclaimer Statement 

The aquatic resources acreages and linear feet estimated in this section represent the existing 
conditions during the time of the field surveys. Please note that the applicable agencies will make 
final jurisdictional determinations. RBC recommends early coordination with the resource agencies 
to determine the final jurisdictional boundaries, applicable permitting processes, compensatory 
mitigation requirements, and other potential permitting issues specific to the proposed work within 
the review area. Agency representatives may request to access the site to field-verify the results of 
this ARDR with the applicant, or a designated representative.  

The information provided in this report should remain valid for up to five years from the date of the 
field effort for the jurisdictional delineation unless site conditions change substantially, or a 
regulatory agency requires an updated report.  

9 Contact Information 
Applicant/Land Owner: 

Andrew Greybar 

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC 

5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108 

Phoenix, AZ  85018 

andrew.greybar@eqtexeter.com 

708-341-9821 
Agent: 

Shanti Santulli 

Rocks Biological Consulting 

4312 Rialto Street 

San Diego, CA 92107 

shanti@rocksbio.com  

619-674-8067 
Agency access to the review area can be coordinated with the applicant and/or agent upon 
request.  
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Cherry Valley Blvd

Brookside Ave

!"̀$

ARDR Review Area (219.37 ac)

F Photo Point
OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP)
Wetland Data Form Point (WDP)
Culvert

_ Flow Direction
CDFW Vegetated Streambed

Blue Elderberry (Sambucus nigra
ssp. caerulea) Stands (0.26 ac)
Eucalyptus Woodland (0.07 ac)
Mulefat Scrub (1.66 ac)
Non-native Grassland (4.75 ac)
Non-native Riparian (1.02 ac)
Riversidean Sage Scrub (0.11 ac)
Torrey's Scrub Oak (Quercus x
acutidens) Stands (0.13 ac)

CDFW Riparian Habitats
Blue Elderberry (Sambucus nigra
ssp. caerulea) Stands (0.05 ac)
Mulefat Scrub (0.27 ac)
Non-native Riparian (0.69 ac)

Other Features 1
Basin
Erosional Feature
Swale
Ditch
Sheet Flow

1 Features lacking a defined lake or streambed,
and thus anticipated to be non-jurisdictional.

ROCKS
BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING

Figure

5B

N

CDFW Streambed
and Riparian Habitats

BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION

Date: 6/27/2022
Aerial Photo: Nearmap 2021
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Cherry Valley Blvd

Brookside Ave

!"̀$

ARDR Review Area (219.37 ac)

F Photo Point
OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP)
Wetland Data Form Point (WDP)
Culvert

_ Flow Direction
RWQCB Aquatic Resources 1

Non-Wetland Waters (8.00 ac)
Riparian, Blue Elderberry (Sambucus
nigra ssp. caerulea) Stands (0.05 ac)
Riparian, Mulefat Scrub (0.27 ac)
Riparian, Non-native
Riparian (0.69 ac)

Other Features 2
Basin
Erosional Feature
Swale
Ditch
Sheet Flow

1 Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB
provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project,
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction beyond the limits
of the OHWM to include those areas considered
jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel
banks and including associated riparian habitat).
2 Features lacking OHWM or three-parameter
wetland, and thus anticipated to be
non-jurisdictional.

ROCKS
BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING

Figure

5C

N

RWQCB Aquatic Resources
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION

Date: 6/27/2022
Aerial Photo: Nearmap 2021
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Cherry Valley Blvd

Brookside Ave
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ARDR Review Area  (219.37 a c)
Vegetation Communities

Mulefa t Scrub
No n -n a tive Rip a ria n
Blue Elderberry 
(Sambucus nigra ssp . caerulea) Sta n ds
Torrey's Scrub Oa k
(Quercus x acutidens) Sta n ds
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Horn ed La rk (Eremophila alpestris; WL)
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CA a n d Federa lly Listed En da n gered Sp ecies)
Ma cGillivra y’s Wa rbler
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ROCKS
BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING

Figure

6

0 150 300
Feet

N

Biological Resources
BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION

Aerial Photo: Nearmap 2021



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 
 

 

 

CHECKLIST: MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ACCEPTANCE OF 
AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORTS 

 



 

 

APPENDIX A. Checklist: Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation 
Reports, Los Angeles District Regulatory Division, USACE, March 16, 2017  

REPORT SECTION/ 
PAGE NUMBER MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ACCEPTANCE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORTS ADDITIONAL 

NOTES 

Section 1; Appendix 
B 

1. JD REQUEST AND FORMS: þ A cover letter indicating whether you are requesting a jurisdictional 
determination (JD)*. þ If you are requesting a JD, you must complete, sign, and return the Request for Corps 
Jurisdictional Determination (JD) sheet. þ For preliminary jurisdictional determinations the Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Determination Form must be signed and submitted. 

 

Section 9 2. CONTACT INFORMATION: Contact information for the þ applicant(s), þ property owner(s), and þ agent(s).  

N/A 

3. SITE ACCESS: If the property owner or their representatives will not accompany the Corps to the site, a signed 
statement from the property owner(s) allowing Corps personnel to enter the property and to collect samples 
during normal business hours. If the property lacks direct access by public roads (in other words, access requires 
passage through private property not owned by the applicant), the owner or proponent must obtain permission 
from the adjacent property owner(s) to provide access for Corps personnel. 

Property owner 
and/or 
representatives 
will accompany 
the Corps for a 
site visit upon 
request. 

Section 2.1 4. LOCATION: þ Directions to the survey area, ¨ an address (if available) and þ one or more set of geographic 
coordinates expressed in decimal degrees.  

Section 3.2.1 

5. DELINEATION MANUAL CONFIRMATION: þ A statement confirming the delineation has been conducted in 
accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and applicable regional 
supplement(s). þ The regional supplement(s) used must be identified. þ For OHWM delineations, a statement 
must be included confirming the use of the OHWM field guide or that it is not applicable. 

 

Section 6 

6. AQUATIC RESOURCE(S) DESCRIPTION: þ A narrative describing all aquatic resources on-site and an 
explanation of the mapped boundaries and any complex transition zones. þ If the site contains resources that 
only meet one or two of the three wetland criteria or do not exhibit a clear OHWM, describe the rationale for their 
inclusion or exclusion from the delineation. þ Also explain if any erosional features, upland swales, ditches and 
other potential aquatic features were considered but not included in the delineation. 

 

Figures 1 and 5A; 
Section 6; Table 6 

7. AQUATIC RESOURCE MAPPING AND ACREAGE: þ Map of the outside survey boundary, þ total extent of 
aquatic and proposed non-aquatic features, þ type of feature(s) (waters of the United States or wetland), and 
include þ the total acreage for each polygon. 

 

Section 3.2; Table 1  8. FIELD WORK DATES: þ Date(s) field work was completed.  

Table 6 

9. AQUATIC RESOURCE TABLE: A table listing all aquatic resources. The table must include þ the name of each 
aquatic resource (actual or arbitrary), þ its Cowardin type, þ acreage, þ summary of OHWM/wetland presence, 
þ dominant vegetation for each, and þ location (latitude/longitude in decimal degrees). þ For linear features, the 
table must show both acreage and linear feet as well as channel measurements (active channel width). 

 

Section 4; Tables 1, 
4, and 5; 
Appendices F and G 

10. FIELD CONDITIONS: A description of existing field conditions, including þ current land use, þ normal 
conditions, þ flood/drought conditions, ¨ irrigation practices, þ past or recent manipulation to the site, and ¨ 
characteristics considered atypical (for criteria see OHWM and wetland supplement guides). þ Include WETS 
tables or pre-site visit precipitation data as appropriate: https://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/climate/wets_doc.html.* 

N/A for 
unchecked; APT 
data provided in 



 

 

lieu of WETS 
tables 

Section 4.2 
11. HYDROLOGY: þ A discussion of the hydrology at the site, including þ all known surface or subsurface 
sources, þ drainage gradients, þ downstream connections to the nearest traditional navigable waterway or 
interstate water, and þ any influence from manmade water sources such as irrigation. 

 

N/A 12. REMOTE SENSING: ¨ If remote sensing was used in the delineation, provide an explanation of how it was 
used and include the name, date and source of the tools and data used and copies of the maps/photographs. N/A 

Section 4.1; Table 2; 
Figure 4; Appendix G 

13. SOILS: þ Soil descriptions, þ soil map(s), þ soil photos, and þ a discussion of hydric soils (for wetland 
delineations only).  

Figure 2 
14. USGS QUADRANGLE: þ A site location map on a 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle. The map must provide þ 
the name of the USGS quadrangle, þ Section, þ Township, þ Range, and þ the latitude and longitude in 
decimal degree format. 

 

Appendix I 15. BULK UPLOAD FORM: þ For sites with 3 or more separate aquatic features a completed copy of the ORM 
Bulk Upload Aquatic Resources or Consolidated Excel spreadsheet must be submitted.  

Figure 5 series 16. FIGURES: þ Map(s) of all delineated aquatic resources in accordance with the Final Map and Drawing 
Standards for the South Pacific Division Regulatory Program.  

Figure 5 series and 
Appendix G 

17. SITE PHOTOGRAPHS: þ Ground photographs showing representative aquatic resource sites (or lack of), þ 
as well as an accompanying map of photo-points and table of photographic information (see Final Map and 
Drawing Standards for the South Pacific Division Regulatory Program item no. 8 a-c). 

 

Appendix E 
18. DATA FORMS: þ Completed data forms including all essential information to make a jurisdictional 
determination [e.g. 2006 Wetland Determination Data Form -- Arid West Supplement; 2010 Arid West Ephemeral 
and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet]. 

 

Section 3 
19. METHODS: þ A description of the methods used to survey the aquatic resource boundaries. þ If GPS data is 
used, the level of accuracy must be included. Ideally, the GPS equipment should have the capability of sub-meter 
(<=1 meter) level horizontal accuracy. 

 

Appendix J 

20. GIS DATA: þ Digital data for the site, aquatic resource boundaries, and data point locations must be 
provided in a geographic information system (GIS) format, preferably either ESRI shapefiles or Geodatabase 
format, but GoogleEarth KMZ or KML files may be acceptable non-complex projects. Each GIS data file must be 
accompanied by a metadata file containing the appropriate geographic coordinate system, projection, datum, 
and labeling description. If GIS data is unavailable or otherwise cannot be produced and the Corps determines a 
site visit is necessary, the aquatic resource boundaries should be physically marked with numbered flags or 
stakes to facilitate verification by the Corps. 
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JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION REQUEST FORMS



South of Cherry Valley Blvd., north of Brookside Ave., and east/northeast of I-10

Beaumont Riverside CA
215.96

30 2 S 1 W
33.965141 -117.019732

✔

✔

✔

Andrew Greybar
Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC
5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108
Phoenix, AZ  85018

708-341-9821
andrew.greybar@eqtexeter.com

Sarah
Sticky Note
Will need signature prior to submittal to the Corps.



Appendix 2 - PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (PJD) FORM 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PJD:  

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PJD: 

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:  

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
(USE THE TABLE BELOW TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE AQUATIC RESOURCES AND/OR 
AQUATIC RESOURCES AT DIFFERENT SITES) 

State: County/parish/borough: City: 

Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):  

Lat.:    Long.:  

Universal Transverse Mercator: 

Name of nearest waterbody: 

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 
Office (Desk) Determination.  Date: 

Field Determination.  Date(s): 

TABLE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES IN REVIEW AREA WHICH “MAY BE” SUBJECT TO REGULATORY 
JURISDICTION. 

Site 
number 

Latitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Longitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Estimated amount 
of aquatic resource 
in review area 
(acreage and linear 
feet, if applicable) 

Type of aquatic 
resource (i.e., wetland 
vs. non-wetland 
waters) 

Geographic authority 
to which the aquatic 
resource “may be” 
subject (i.e., Section 
404 or Section 10/404) 

SEE ATTACHED

Andrew Greybar, Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC 5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108 Phoenix, AZ  85018

Los Angeles District

CA Riverside Beaumont

33.965141 -117.019732
11S 498177.05m E 3758291.07m N 

San Timoteo Wash



1) The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional aquatic resources in
the review area, and the requestor of this PJD is hereby advised of his or her option
to request and obtain an approved JD (AJD) for that review area based on an
informed decision after having discussed the various types of JDs and their
characteristics and circumstances when they may be appropriate.

2) In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or a
Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring “pre-
construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting NWP or
other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an AJD for the
activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware that: (1) the permit applicant has
elected to seek a permit authorization based on a PJD, which does not make an
official determination of jurisdictional aquatic resources; (2) the applicant has the
option to request an AJD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit
authorization, and that basing a permit authorization on an AJD could possibly result
in less compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) the
applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting the terms
and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4) the applicant can
accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply with all the terms and
conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation requirements the Corps has
determined to be necessary; (5) undertaking any activity in reliance upon the subject
permit authorization without requesting an AJD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance
of the use of the PJD; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps permit
authorization based on a PJD constitutes agreement that all aquatic resources in the
review area affected in any way by that activity will be treated as jurisdictional, and
waives any challenge to such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance
or enforcement action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7)
whether the applicant elects to use either an AJD or a PJD, the JD will be processed
as soon as practicable.  Further, an AJD, a proffered individual permit (and all terms
and conditions contained therein), or individual permit denial can be administratively
appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331.  If, during an administrative appeal, it
becomes appropriate to make an official determination whether geographic
jurisdiction exists over aquatic resources in the review area, or to provide an official
delineation of jurisdictional aquatic resources in the review area, the Corps will
provide an AJD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.  This PJD finds
that there “may be” waters of the U.S. and/or that there “may be” navigable waters of
the U.S. on the subject review area, and identifies all aquatic features in the review
area that could be affected by the proposed activity, based on the following
information:



SUPPORTING DATA.  Data reviewed for PJD (check all that apply) 

Checked items should be included in subject file.  Appropriately reference sources 
below where indicated for all checked items: 

Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requestor: 
Map: ___________________________________________________. 

Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requestor. 
Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report. 
Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.  Rationale: ___________________. 

Data sheets prepared by the Corps: _______________________________________________.

Corps navigable waters’ study: ____________________________________________________. 

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas: ___________________________________________. 
USGS NHD data. 
USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps. 

U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: _______________________________. 

Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation: ___________________________. 

National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name: ______________________________________. 

State/local wetland inventory map(s): _______________________________________________. 

FEMA/FIRM maps: ____________________________________________________________. 

100-year Floodplain Elevation is: ________________.(National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929) 
Photographs: Aerial (Name & Date): ___________________________________________. 

or        Other (Name & Date): ____________________________________________. 

Previous determination(s).  File no. and date of response letter: __________________________. 

Other information (please specify): _________________________________________________. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not necessarily 
been verified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for later jurisdictional 
determinations. 

Signature and date of Signature and date of 
Regulatory staff member person requesting PJD 
completing PJD  (REQUIRED, unless obtaining  

 the signature is impracticable)1

1 Districts may establish timeframes for requestor to return signed PJD forms. If the requestor does not respond 
within the established time frame, the district may presume concurrence and no additional follow up is 
necessary prior to finalizing an action.  

2022 ARDR, prepared by Rocks Biological Consulting

2022 ARDR, Figure 2; USGS NHD 2020

USGS 7.5-minute El Casco quad
2022 ARDR, Figure 4; USDA NRCS 2018

2022 ARDR, Figure 4; USFWS NWI 2019

See 2022 ARDR, Figures 1& 5A-C (Maxar, Esri 2020, National Geographic, Esri 2012, Nearmap 2021), Appendix D, Recent and Historic Aerials

See 2022 ARDR Appendix G, Site Photographs

2022 ARDR, prepared by Rocks Biological Consulting



TABLE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES IN REVIEW AREA WHICH “MAY BE” SUBJECT TO 
REGULATORY JURISDICTION. 

Site 
number 

Latitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Longitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Estimated 
amount of 
aquatic resource 
in review area 
(acreage and 
linear feet, if 
applicable) 

Type of aquatic 
resources (i.e., 
wetland vs. non-
wetland waters) 

Geographic 
authority to which 
the aquatic 
resource “may 
be” subject (i.e., 
Section 404 or 
Section 10/404) 

NWW-1 33.965908 -117.025153 0.02 ac/175 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-1A 33.966006 -117.025084 0.02 ac/156 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2 33.964929 -117.023925 0.09 ac/1,018 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2A 33.964977 -117.022656 <0.01 ac/168 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2B 33.965185 -117.022994 0.01 ac/175 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2C 33.964845 -117.023224 0.01 ac/109 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3 33.962391 -117.021747 0.39 ac/2,710 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3A 33.962760 -117.018132 0.15 ac/1,290 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3B 33.963540 -117.022834 0.12 ac/1,273 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3B1 33.964055 -117.021934 0.03 ac/409 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
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REGULATIONS



 

 

APPENDIX C. Applicable Aquatic Resource Protection Regulations  

Several regulations have been established by federal, state, and local agencies to protect and 
conserve aquatic resources. The descriptions below provide a brief overview of agency 
regulations that may be applicable to the project.  
Executive Order 11990 
Executive Order 11990 aims to avoid direct or indirect impacts on wetlands from federal or 
federally approved projects when a practicable alternative is available. If wetland impacts cannot 
be avoided, all practicable measures to minimize harm must be included. 
Clean Water Act 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S. Code [USC] § 1251 et seq.; CWA), the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is authorized to regulate any activity that would result in 
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. (including wetlands), which 
include those waters listed in 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 328.3 (51 Federal Register 
[FR] 41217, November 13, 1986; 53 FR 20764, June 6, 1988) and further defined by the 2001 
Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC; 531 U.S. 
159) decision and the 2006 Rapanos v. United States (547 U.S. 715) decision. The Corps, with 
oversight from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), has the principal authority to 
issue CWA Section 404 permits. The Corps would require a Standard Individual Permit (SIP) for 
more than minimal impacts to waters of the U.S. as determined by the Corps. Projects with 
minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the environment may meet the conditions 
of an existing Nationwide Permit (NWP).  

A Water Quality Certification or waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is required for all 
Section 404 permitted actions. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), a division 
of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), provides oversight of the Section 401 
certification process in California. The RWQCB is required to provide Water Quality Certification 
for licenses or permits that authorize an activity that may result in a discharge from a point 
source into a waters of the U.S. Water Quality Certification authorization “is limited to assuring 
that a discharge from a Federally licensed or permitted activity will comply with water quality 
requirements” (40 CFR 121.3). 
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the permitting program for 
discharge of pollutants into surface waters of the U.S. under Section 402 of the CWA.  
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) provides for 
statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The SWRCB was established as the 
statewide authority and nine separate RWQCBs were developed to oversee water quality on a 
day-to-day basis. The RWQCBs have primary responsibility for protecting water quality in 
California. As discussed above, the RWQCBs regulate discharges to surface waters under the 
CWA. In addition, the RWQCBs are responsible for administering the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act.  

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the state is given authority to 
regulate waters of the State, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including 
saline waters. As such, any person proposing to discharge waste into a water body that could 



 

 

affect its water quality must first file a Report of Waste Discharge if a Section 404 permit is not 
required for the activity. “Waste” is partially defined as any waste substance associated with 
human habitation, including fill material discharged into water bodies.  
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600-1602 
Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates all diversions, obstructions, or 
changes to the natural flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake that supports 
fish or wildlife. A Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration must be submitted to CDFW for 
“any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the 
bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.” CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats 
associated with watercourses and wetland habitats supported by a river, lake, or stream. 
Jurisdictional waters are delineated by the outer edge of riparian vegetation (i.e., drip line) or at 
the top of the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is wider. CDFW jurisdiction does not include 
tidal areas or isolated resources (e.g., riparian or wetland areas not supported by a river, lake, or 
stream). CDFW reviews the proposed actions and, if necessary, submits (to the applicant) a 
proposal that includes measures to protect affected fish and wildlife resources. The final 
proposal that is mutually agreed upon by CDFW and applicant is the Lake or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. 
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RECENT AND HISTORIC AERIALS ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix D 
Recent and Historic Aerials Analysis 

Source: Google Earth Pro and University of California – Santa Barbara 

 

 
May 1938 – Agriculture fields are present on the northeast corner of the review area. The review area appears to 
be regularly mowed as distinguishable by the contrast in color between areas of higher elevation and lower 
topographical areas between hill slopes and along drainage features (see northwest corner and southern segment 
of the review area). Non-Wetland Water (NWW)-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the May 
1938 aerial in their current locations. NWW-2, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are also visible on the aerial in their 
current locations; however, each feature extends further east/northeast across the review area. NWW-3A, NWW-
3B, and NWW-3B1 appear to receive runoff from the agriculture fields in the northeast corner of the review area. 
NWW-3A also appears to receive runoff from the agricultural fields east of the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, 
and NWW-2A are not distinguishable in the May 1938 aerial.  
Erosional Feature (EF)-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 is evident and appears to receive some runoff from 
Cherry Valley Boulevard. Some potential inundation or vegetation is visible in the current location of EF-4. The area 
appears to receive runoff from agricultural fields in the adjacent properties east of the review area. EF-5 through 
EF-8 are not yet present. Basin (B)-1 through B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their 
present-day locations is not visible. Swale (S)-1 is evident and more defined on the May 1938 aerial. Some 
potential inundation or vegetation appears in the current extent of S-2 and S-3. Ditch (D)-1, S-4, and S-5 are not 
yet present. 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-3A S-1 

S-2 S-3 
EF-4 

EF-3 
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Appendix D-2 

 
February 1953 – The agriculture fields were removed from the northeast corner and some structures were 
constructed along the eastern review area boundary between May 1938 and February 1953. The review area 
continues to appear to be regularly mowed (see northern segment and northwest corner of the review area). 
NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the February 1953 aerial in their current locations. 
NWW-2, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are also visible on the aerial in their current locations; however, each feature 
extends further east/northeast across the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, and NWW-2A are not distinguishable in 
the February 1953 aerial.  
EF-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 and EF-4 are evident and visible on the February 1953 aerial. EF-5 through 
EF-8 are not yet present. B-1 through B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their present-
day locations is not visible. S-1 through S-3 are evident and more defined on the February 1953 aerial. D-1, S-4, 
and S-5 are not yet present. 

EF-3 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-2 
NWW-2B 

NWW-2C 

NWW-3A S-1 

S-2 
S-3 
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Appendix D-3 

 
February 1976 – Farming operations within the review area began sometime between February 1953 and 
February 1976 with the construction of various poultry sheds in the northeast portion of the review area. Remains 
of these developments, such as the shed concrete foundations, exist to this day. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2C, 
and NWW-3 are visible on the aerial in their current locations. NWW-2B is evident but less distinguishable in the 
February 1976 aerial. The review area continues to appear to be regularly mowed and, along with the initiation of 
farming operations, likely resulted in the significant reduction of the furthermost east/northeast extents of NWW-2, 
NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 between February 1953 and 1976. NWW-2A is not distinguishable in the 
February 1976 aerial.  
EF-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 is no longer evident in the February 1976 aerial and was likely mowed 
between February 1953 and 1976. EF-4 is evident while EF-5 through EF-8 are still not yet present. B-1 through 
B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their present-day locations is not visible. S-1 is 
evident in the February 1976 aerial; however, S-1 is becoming less distinguishable. S-2 is no longer present as the 
new farming operations extend into S-2’s previous location. Some evidence of S-3 is visible; however, the feature 
is less defined. D-1, S-4, and S-5 are not yet present. 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-2 

NWW-2B 

NWW-2C 

NWW-3A 

NWW-1 & -1A 

S-1 

S-3 
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September 1996 – Farming operations within the review area continue to expand between February 1976 and 
September 1996 with the development of more poultry sheds in the center of the review area. Additionally, various 
ponding basins (i.e., B-1 and B-2) were developed within the review area during this time. Remains of these 
developments and site modifications exist to this day. B-1 and B-2 appear to drain runoff into NWW-2 and NWW-
2B. Furthermore, an unnamed basin in the center of the review area drains into NWW-3B. The drainage between 
the unnamed basin and NWW-3B accounts for a portion of present-day NWW-3B and EF-8. NWW-1, NWW-1A, 
NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the aerial in their current locations and extents. NWW-2C is evident but less 
distinguishable in the September 1996 aerial. The review area still appears to be regularly mowed. The expanding 
farming operations contribute to further reduction of NWW-3B and NWW-3B1. NWW-2A is not distinguishable in 
the September 1996 aerial.  
EF-1 through EF-3 are not apparent. EF-4 is still defined and visible. EF-5 is now visible and appears to receive 
runoff from the newly constructed poultry sheds. B-3 through B-5 are not visible/present in September 1996. S-1 
is evident in the September 1996 aerial but appears to be losing further definition. Some evidence of S-3 is visible; 
however, the feature is less distinguishable. D-1, S-4, and S-5 are not visible.  
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October 2003 – Farming operations within the review area continue to expand between September 1996 and 
October 2003 with the construction of more poultry sheds in the center of the review area. Additionally, more 
ponding basins (i.e., B-3 through B-5 and various other unnamed basins) were developed during this time. 
Remains of these developments and site modifications exist to this day. B-1 and B-2 are still present; however, no 
longer appear to drain runoff into NWW-2 and NWW-2B. Furthermore, NWW-3B no longer appears to receive 
flows from the unnamed basin in the center of the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, 
NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the aerial in their current locations. The expanding farming operations 
continue to contribute to further reductions of NWW-3B and NWW-3B1. By October 2003, NWW-3B and NWW-
3B1 were reduced to their current extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
EF-1 through EF-3 are visible and appear to receive runoff from a new irrigation system within the review area. EF-
4 is evident, and EF-5 still appears to receive runoff from the poultry sheds. S-1 is further indistinguishable and 
appears to likely contain the same characteristics as those observed present-day (i.e., no break in slope or a 
defined bed and bank between the swale and adjacent uplands). S-2 has reemerged and appears to receive 
runoff from farming operation buildings. The expansion of the poultry sheds appears to result in S-4 and EF-6 
becoming slightly apparent and S-5, EF-7, and EF-8 being visible in their current locations and extents. S-3 and 
D-1 are not yet apparent.   
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January 2006 – Various poultry sheds throughout the review area were demolished sometime between October 
2003 and January 2006. The remaining shed concrete foundations visible in the January 2006 aerial exist to this 
day. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible 
in their current locations and extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 continue to receive 
runoff downslope from the farming operations. S-1 is still only defined by the slight concave topography and lacks 
any other distinguishable features. S-3 has reemerged and is slightly visible in the January 2006 aerial. Active 
farming activities between October 2003 and January 2006 likely resulted in further defining S-4, S-5, and EF-6 
through EF-8. D-1 is now fully evident in the January 2006 aerial. The northernmost poultry sheds appear to 
create downslope runoff which defined and created D-1 between October 2003 and January 2006.  
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March 2011 – Based on GoogleEarth aerials, the last remaining poultry sheds throughout the review area were 
removed between January 2006 and August 2006. By March 2011, NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, 
NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible in their current locations and extents. NWW-
2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 are less distinguishable 
in the May 2011 aerial, likely a result from the total removal of farming operations within the review area. S-1 is still 
only apparent by the slight concave topography and lacks any other distinguishable features. The end of farming 
operations also likely contributed to the significant reduction of S-3 between January 2006 and March 2011. S-3 
is only slightly evident near its convergence with NWW-3A. EF-6 through EF-8 and S-4 are also less 
distinguishable in the March 2011 aerial. S-5 and D-1 are still evident in the March 2011 aerial.   
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February 2018 – Based on GoogleEarth aerials, the last remaining farming operation buildings located in the 
northeastern corner were removed between October 2016 and February 2018. By February 2018, NWW-1, 
NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible in their current 
locations and extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 are less distinguishable 
in the February 2018 aerial. S-1 is still only defined by the slight concave topography and lacks any other 
distinguishable features. S-3 is still only slightly evident near its convergence with NWW-3A. EF-6 through EF-8 
and S-4 are also less distinguishable. S-5 and D-1 are still evident in the March 2011 aerial. 
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ARID WEST WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORMS AND 
EPHEMERAL AND INTERMITTENT STREAMS OHWM 

DATASHEETS 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 1

Shanti Santulli, Sarah Krejca, Ian Hirschler T2S, R1W, S30 

In basin (constructed) Concave 0-1%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 33.965328 -117.022071 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments None

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

N/A

N/A

10-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 25% Yes FAC

25%
5-foot radius

Hirschfeldia incana 15% Yes NL/UPL

Polygonum aviculare 3% No FAC

Croton setiger 2% No NL/UPL

20%
N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within constructed earthen basin, near three individual mulefat. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic 
conditions/naturally problematic); however, wetland hydrology parameter still met based on presence of surface soil cracks.

80% 0%

1

2

50%

0 0

0 0

28 84

0 0

17 85

45 169

3.76

✔

Sample point taken near three individual mulefat within area mapped as non-native grassland.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 1

0-7 7.5 YR 4/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Clay loam No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

7 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Abandoned farm/stock pond that may still collect water during rains but no other wetland hydrology 
indicators observed beyond soil surface cracks. Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 2

Sarah Krejca, Shanti Santulli T2S, R1W, S30 

In channel Slightly concave 1-3%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 32.964923 -117.023427 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments None

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

10-foot radius

Sambucus nigra 5% Yes FACU

5%
10-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 25% Yes FAC

25%
5-foot radius

Brachypodium distachyon 35% Yes NL/UPL

Bromus diandrus 25% Yes NL/UPL

Hirschfeldia incana 15% No NL/UPL

Marrubium vulgare 5% No FACU

80%
N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within earthen channel. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic conditions/naturally problematic); no hydrology indicators 
observed. However, sampling point within ephemeral channel not anticipated to function as wetland - hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils also not observed.

20% 0%

1

4

25%

0 0

0 0

25 75

10 40

75 375

110 490

4.45

✔

Sample point taken within area mapped as non-native grassland.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 2

0-11 10 YR 3/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Loam No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

11 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 3

Sarah Krejca, Shanti Santulli, Ian Hirschler T2S, R1W, S30 

In channel Slightly concave 1-2%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 33.962825 -117.022836 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments Riverine

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

N/A

N/A

5-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 10% Yes FAC

10%
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within earthen channel. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic conditions/naturally problematic); hydrophytic vegetation 
parameter still met at sampling point, but no hydric soils or wetland hydrology. Sampling point within ephemeral stream not anticipated to function as wetland 
despite presence of mulefat (FAC). 

97% 0%

1

1

100%

✔

✔

Sample point taken within area mapped as mulefat scrub. Less than 5% herbaceous cover (approximately 
3%), therefore, per AW manual, no herb stratum.  5-foot radius plot size used for sapling/shrub stratum to 
only account for vegetation within area with same soil and hydrologic conditions (i.e., within the channel).



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 3

0-16 10 YR 4/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Sand No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

16 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.



Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):   

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 

Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 

Projection: Datum: 
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system: 

Brief site description: 

Checklist of resources (if available): 
  Aerial photography 
   Dates: 
  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS) 
  Other studies 

  Stream gage data 
   Gage number: 
   Period of record: 

  History of recent effective discharges 
  Results of flood frequency analysis 
  Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
  Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and

vegetation present at the site.
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units.
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position.
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the

floodplain unit.
c) Identify any indicators present at the location.

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section.
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via:

Mapping on aerial photograph GPS 
Digitized on computer Other: 

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0815
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 1 2 2
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.968238, -117.025022

Surrounding area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm. Lower topographic area between two gentle slopes, just south of 
developed road (Cherry Valley Boulevard).

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



Wentworth Size Classes 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 1 06/03/2021 0815

Lower topographic area did not exhibit bed and bank indicators; no change in sediment texture or break in slope; 
vegetation did not differ from lower topographic area to adjacent slopes (dominated by non-native grassland and scrub 
oak). Data was collected during a drought year; however, historic aerials and previous delineation note consistent 
conditions. 

N/A

Lower topographic area

Gentle slope

Facing west

33.968238, -117.025022



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 1 06/03/2021 0815

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0830
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 2 4 4
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.967162, -117.025097

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; gully/erosional feature adjacent to western site boundary. Highly 
incised area.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 2 06/03/2021 0830

✔

Gully/erosional feature that exhibited a slight break in bank slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM indicators. Gully and surrounding upland 
were both heavily vegetated with non-native grasses. 

N/A

Facing downstream 
(southwest)

gully/incised area

33.967162, -117.025097

Upland Upland



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 2 06/03/2021 0830

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0915
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 3 8 9
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.966030, -117.024921

Surrounding area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; north and south leg of feature within lower topographic area adjacent to 
western site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 3 06/03/2021 0915

✔

✔

Approximately 6-foot wide OHWM defined by a faint break in slope and change in vegetation cover. Data was taken during 
a drought year. No distinguishable difference in sediment texture from active floodplain (AF) to upland. More defined bed 
and bank occurs downstream, but off site.

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  6' LF/AF/OHWM

Northern leg of 
feature; facing 
downstream (west)

25' Top of bank 
Upland

Upland

33.966030, -117.024921



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 3 06/03/2021 0915

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium silt
80 0 0 80

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF heavily vegetated with non-native grasses.

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
50 0 0 50

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands partially vegetated with non-native grasses.



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/07/2021 0900
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 4 18 19
Shanti Santulli, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.964891, -117.023514

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; north and south leg of drainage within lower topographic area adjacent 
to western site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 4 06/07/2021 0900

✔

✔

Approximately 4-foot wide OHWM defined by a break in slope and a change in vegetation cover. Data was taken during a 
drought year; however, indicators still observed and consistent with anticipated extent of OHWM based on review of aerials 
and site conditions/topography. No distinguishable difference in sediment texture from active floodplain (AF) to upland.

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  4' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing downstream (west) 25' Top of bank 

UplandUpland

33.964891, -117.023514



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 4 06/07/2021 0900

✔

Same as OHWM

Coarse silt
30 0 0 30

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF sparsely vegetated, becoming less vegetated downstream. Vegetation 
dominated by non-native grasses, including short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and 
false brome (Brachypodium distachyon). 

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Coarse silt
65 0 0 65

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands dominated by non-native grasses, including short-pod 
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and false brome (Brachypodium distachyon).



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1200
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 5 27 28
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.963128, -117.017059

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; drainage feature adjacent to/south of developed concrete slabs near 
southeast site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 5 06/03/2021 1200

✔
✔

✔

Approximately 6-foot wide OHWM defined by a break in slope, change in sediment texture, and change in vegetation 
species. Data was taken during a drought year; however, indicators still observed and consistent with anticipated extent of 
OHWM based on review of aerials and site conditions/topography. 

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  6' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing upstream 
(northeast)

30' Top of bank Upland

33.963128, -117.017059

Upland



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 5 06/03/2021 1200

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium silt with cobbles
80 0 15 65

✔

✔

AF defined by break in bank slope; AF heavily vegetated with non-native grasses, including shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana).

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
80 5 10 65

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands heavily vegetated with non-native grasses, including 
shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and also included horehound (Marrubium vulgare) and a black elder (Sambucus 
nigra).



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1130
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 6 25 25
Sarah Krejca, Chelsea Polevy

✔

✔

Exeter Cherry Valley Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.962849, -117.017148

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; swale-like feature within area of non-native grassland

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 6 06/03/2021 1130

Area did not contain clear bed and bank indicators; no change in sediment texture or break in slope; vegetation in swale 
and adjacent upland area did not differ (both heavily vegetated and dominated by non-native grasses). Data was collected 
during a drought year; however, historic aerials and previous delineation note consistent conditions. 

N/A

Swale

Gentle slope
Gentle slope

33.962849, -117.017148



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 6 06/03/2021 1130

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1415
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 7 33 34
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Exeter Cherry Valley Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.962282, -117.021353

Area receives upstream flows from runoff from developed road (Brookside Avenue) and from culvert that crosses under 
Brookside Avenue; site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; large drainage feature in southern portion of site within area mapped as 
tree of heaven.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 7 06/03/2021 1415

✔
✔
✔

✔

Approximately 8-foot wide OHWM primarily defined by a change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation 
species and cover, and faint break in bank slope. Data was collected during a drought year; however, indicators still 
observed and consistent with anticipated extent of OHWM based on review of aerials and site conditions/topography. 

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  8' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing upstream 
(east)

55' Top of bank 

UplandUpland

33.962282, -117.021353



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 7 06/03/2021 1415

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium sand
0 0 0 0

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF unvegetated.

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
100 10 5 85

✔

✔
✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by soil development and surface relief; uplands were dominated with non-native 
grasses and tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima).



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F 
 
 
 
 

ANTECEDENT PRECIPITATION TOOL OUTPUT 
 



Oct
2020

Nov
2020

Dec
2020

Jan
2021

Feb
2021

Mar
2021

Apr
2021

May
2021

Jun
2021

Jul
2021

Aug
2021

Sep
2021

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Ra
in

fa
ll 

(In
ch

es
)

2021-04-22

2021-03-23

2021-02-21

Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-04-22 0.279528 1.340945 0.153543 Dry 1 3 3
2021-03-23 1.466535 3.561024 4.992126 Wet 3 2 6
2021-02-21 1.404331 5.958268 2.814961 Normal 2 1 2

Result Normal Conditions - 11

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-04-22

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Severe drought

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season

Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent
CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0

DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0
HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3

IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0
HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 87

CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0
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2021-05-04

2021-04-04

Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-06-03 0.054331 0.403937 0.019685 Dry 1 3 3
2021-05-04 0.170079 1.26063 0.251969 Normal 2 2 4
2021-04-04 0.558661 2.34252 4.80315 Wet 3 1 3

Result Normal Conditions - 10

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-06-03

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Extreme drought (2021-05)

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season
Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent

CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0

HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3
IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0

HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 86
CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0

BEAUMONT 2.5 NW 33.9543, -117.012 2532.152 0.87 46.452 0.432 0 1
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0
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Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-06-07 0.017323 0.124409 0.019685 Normal 2 3 6
2021-05-08 0.314173 1.022047 0.251969 Dry 1 2 2
2021-04-08 0.422441 2.075591 4.80315 Wet 3 1 3

Result Normal Conditions - 11

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-06-07

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Extreme drought (2021-05)

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season
Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent

CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0

HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3
IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0

HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 86
CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0

BEAUMONT 2.5 NW 33.9543, -117.012 2532.152 0.87 46.452 0.432 0 1
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0
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Appendix G. Site Photographs1 

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resources Delineation – April 22, 2021; June 3 and 7, 2021 
 

1 See corresponding Figure 5 series for Photo Point Locations. See Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Sections 6 through 8 for a discussion of each feature. 

 
Photo 1. Looking southwest towards Erosional Feature (EF)-1 
(yellow line). Vegetation surrounding EF-1 had been recently 
mowed. EF-1 exhibited a slight break in bank slope, but did not 
exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change 
in vegetation species or cover, or any other Ordinary High Water 
Mark (OHWM) indicators. (33.968462, -117.024590). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 2. View of OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP) 1, facing west, 
within the lower topographic area between two gentle slopes just 
west of EF-1. The lower topographic area did not exhibit any bed 
and bank indicators, there was no break in slope, and the 
sediment texture and vegetation did not differ from the lower 
topographic area to the adjacent slopes (33.968296,  
-117.024925). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 3. View of area of low topography between EF-1 and EF-2, 
facing southwest (33.967847, -117.024635). June 3, 2021. 

Photo 4. View of ODP 2, facing southwest, within EF-2. The 
gully/erosional feature exhibited a slight break in bank slope but 
did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, 
change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM 
indicators, and did not continue downstream (33.967305,  
-117.025013). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 5. Overview of area of lower topography located east of 
EF-2, facing east (33.967002, -117.025087). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 6. Overview of area of lower topography located west of 
Basin (B)-2, facing southwest (33.966258, -117.022864). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 7. Overview of Non-Wetland Water (NWW)-1A and NWW-1, 
facing south. NWW-1A and NWW-1 converge just before 
continuing off site and downstream and exhibiting a more defined 
bed and bank (33.966304, -117.025167). June 3, 2021. 

 

 
Photo 8. Upstream view of ODP 3, facing southeast, within NWW-
1A. The OHWM was defined by a faint break in bank slope and a 
change in vegetation cover. NWW-1A and NWW-1 continue 
downstream where OHWM indicators become more prominent 
(33.966120, -117.025049). June 3, 2021. 

NWW-1A 

NWW-1 
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Photo 9. Downstream view of ODP 3, facing west, within NWW-
1A. As NWW-1A continues downstream, OHWM indicators 
become more prominent (33.966076, -117.024773). June 3, 
2021. 

  
Photo 10. Downstream view of NWW-1 from upstream extent, 
facing west. As NWW-1 continues downstream, OHWM 
indicators become more prominent (33.965835, -117.024734). 
June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 11. View of B-1, which contained several mulefat 
(Baccharis salicifolia), facing north. B-1 was previously used as a 
settling basin to hold manure (33.966130, -117.021422). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 12. View of B-2, which contained some mulefat and tree 
tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), facing northeast. B-2 was previously 
used as a settling basin to hold manure (33.966130,  
-117.021422). June 3, 2021. 

OHWM 

TOB 



 

Appendix G-4 

 
Photo 13. View of B-3, facing south. B-3 was previously used as 
a settling basin to hold manure (33.965818, -117.021455). June 
3, 2021. 

 
Photo 14. View of Wetland Data Form Point (WDP) 1 (white arrow) 
within small stand of mule fat, facing east, within B-4. WDP 1 met 
the wetland hydrology parameter; however, hydrophytic 
vegetation and hydric soil parameters were not met at WDP 1. B-
4 was previously used as a settling basin to hold manure 
(33.965370, -117.022221). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 15. View of B-5 facing southeast. B-5 was previously used 
as a settling basin to hold manure (33.965122 -117.021874). 
June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 16. View of area mapped by U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) as a “Reservoir,” 
facing west. No evidence of hydrology was observed (33.965010, 
-117.021979). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 17. Downstream view of NWW-2, facing west. (33.965125, 
-117.022334). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 18. Upstream view of ODP 4, facing east, within NWW-2. 
The OHWM was defined by a faint break in bank slope and a 
change in vegetation cover (33.964853, -117.023670). June 7, 
2021. 

 
Photo 19. Downstream view of ODP 4, facing west, within NWW-
2. Vegetation was dominated by non-native grasses, including 
short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus 
diandrus), and false brome (Brachypodium distachyon)  
(33.964874, -117.023356). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 20. View of WDP 2 (white arrow), facing west, within NWW-
2. WDP 2 did not meet the hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, or 
wetland hydrology parameters (33.964962, -117.023251). June 
7, 2021.  
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Photo 21. View of NWW-2A (yellow line), which showed faint 
indicators of an OHWM, as it continues into NWW-2, facing 
northwest (33.964876, -117.022516). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 22. View of culvert outlets located along the southern 
extent of the review area under Brookside Avenue, facing south. 
Flows from the culvert outlets continue into NWW-3 (33.961603, 
-117.018517). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 23. Downstream view of NWW-3, facing northwest, located 
just north of the two culvert outlets under Brookside Avenue 
before NWW-3 converges with NWW-3A (33.961636,  
-117.018604). June 3, 2021.  

 
Photo 24. View of EF-4 within the review area, facing west. EF-4 
continues west into Swale (S)-1, which ultimately converges with 
NWW-3A (33.963245, -117.013837). April 22, 2021. 
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Photo 25. View of ODP 6, facing east, within S-1. S-1 did not 
exhibit any bed and bank indicators, there was no change in 
sediment texture or break in slope, and vegetation did not differ 
between the swale and the adjacent upland area (33.962812,  
-117.017420). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 26. View at upstream extent of NWW-3A, facing 
southwest, just west of S-2 (33.963458, -117.016526). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 27. Upstream view of ODP 5, facing northeast, within 
NWW-3A. The OHWM was primarily defined by a a break in bank 
slope, change in average sediment texture, and change in 
vegetation species (33.963053, -117.017202). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 28. Downstream view of ODP 5, facing southwest, within 
NWW-3A (33.963266, -117.017032). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 29. View of S-3, facing south, as it travels towards NWW-
3A (33.9632961, -117.018316). April 22, 2021. 

 
Photo 30. Downstream view of NWW-3A, facing southwest 
(33.962811, -117.018492). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 31. Downstream view of area of NWW-3A exhibiting a faint 
OHWM, facing west (33.962373, -117.019364). June 3, 2021. 

 

Photo 32. Downstream view of NWW-3, located west of the 
convergence of NWW-3 and NWW-3A, facing southwest 
(33.962054, -117.02037). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 33. Upstream view of ODP 7, facing east, within NWW-3. 
The OHWM was primarily defined by a change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species and cover, and 
faint break in bank slope (33.962257, -117.021513). 

 
Photo 34. Downstream view of ODP 7, facing west, within NWW-
3 (33.962335, -117.021187). June 3, 2021. 

 

 
Photo 35. View of WDP 3, facing north, within NWW-3. WDP 3 
met the hydrophytic vegetation parameter; however, hydric soil 
and wetland hydrology parameters were not met within WDP 3 
(33.962696, -117.022892). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 36. View of EF-6 (yellow line), facing northwest, which 
travels into area with some mulefat and tree tobacco, just east of 
NWW-3B. EF-6 did not appear to contribute flows to NWW-3B 
(33.963667, -117.020341). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 37. View of EF-7 (yellow arrow), just south of EF-6, facing 
south/southwest. EF-7 converges with EF-8 (white arrow), neither 
of which appeared to contribute flows to NWW-3B (33.963581,  
-117.020494). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 38. Looking downstream from the south side of the 
upstream extent of NWW-3B, facing northwest (33.963553,  
-117.021142). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 39. View of D-1, facing east (33.965103, -117.019365). 
April 22, 2021. 
 

 
Photo 40. View of area where D-1 abruptly stops, facing south. 
Flows likely continue as sheet flow into S-5, before continuing into 
NWW-3B1 (33.964824, -117.020845). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 41. View of NWW-3B1, facing south. Flows continue 
south/southwest into NWW-3B (white arrow) (33.964550,  
-117.021793). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 42. Downstream view of NWW-3B, facing west 
(33.963775, -117.022856). April 22, 2021. 

 
Photo 43. Downstream view of the convergence of NWW-3 and 
NWW-3B, facing west, before NWW-3 continues off site 
(33.963316, -117.023726). June 3, 2021. 
 

 
Photo 44. View of slight depressional area surrounded by mulefat 
scrub, located south of NWW-3B, facing west. No evidence of 
hydrology was observed (33.963283, -117.021269). June 3, 2021. 

NWW-3 NWW-3B 

NWW-3B 
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Photo 45. East facing view of area mapped by USGS NHD as a 
“Reservoir” and where a basin was previously located east of EF-
8. No evidence of hydrology was observed (33.963493,  
-117.020227). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 46. Southeast facing view of area where a basin was 
previously located west of S-3. No evidence of hydrology was 
observed (33.963274, -117.019648). June 3, 2021.  
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Sticky Note
Will be provided as an Excel file with submittal to Corps.



Waters_Name State Cowardin_CodeHGM_CodeMeas_Type Amount Units Waters_Type Latitude Longitude
NWW-1 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.018 ACRE DELINEATE 33.965908 -117.025153
NWW-1A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.021 ACRE DELINEATE 33.966006 -117.025084
NWW-2 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.087 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964929 -117.023925
NWW-2A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.004 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964977 -117.022656
NWW-2B CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.012 ACRE DELINEATE 33.965185 -117.022994
NWW-2C CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.007 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964845 -117.023224
NWW-3 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.385 ACRE DELINEATE 33.962391 -117.021747
NWW-3A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.146 ACRE DELINEATE 33.962760 -117.018132
NWW-3B CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.117 ACRE DELINEATE 33.963540 -117.022834
NWW-3B1 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.0301001 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964055 -117.021934
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1 Executive Summary 
Kimley-Horn (project applicant) retained Rocks Biological Consulting (RBC) to prepare a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) Report for the 191-acre 
Beaumont Summit Station Project (project or proposed project) in the city of Beaumont, Riverside 
County, California. RBC prepared this DBESP Report in accordance with the Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) (Western Riverside County Regional 
Conservation Authority [RCA] 2003) for the proposed project.  

The project site is not located within a Cellgroup or Criteria Area. As such, the project is not subject 
to the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy (HANS) or Joint Project Review 
(JPR) processes. The project site is located within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 
(NEPSSA) for Marvin’s onion (Allium marvinii) and multi-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), as 
well as the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area. A habitat assessment and focused surveys for 
both Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed dudleya were conducted the spring of 2021; no suitable 
habitat for these species was observed within the project site, and no occurrences of either 
species was observed. Focused breeding season surveys for burrowing owl were also conducted 
for the project in accordance with the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions (RCA 2005). The 
the project site has moderate potential to support burrowing owl; however, no burrowing owl(s) or 
burrowing owl sign were observed on site during protocol surveys.  

Approximately 8.48 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine areas occur within the 191-acre project 
boundary (or project site), 2.41 acres of which fall within the project impact area and will be 
permanently and directly impacted by the proposed project. The riparian/riverine areas within the 
project boundary have moderate potential to support least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and very 
low to no potential to support the riparian bird species southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax 
traillii extimus) and western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis). An individual 
male least Bell’s vireo was observed during protocol surveys, outside of the project impact area. 
No suitable vernal pool habitat that could support Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp (Linderiella 
santarosae), Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), or vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) occur within the project site. The project site is not located within the Criteria 
Area Species Survey Areas (CASSA), Mammal, Invertebrate, or Amphibian Survey Areas.  

The project applicant proposes offsetting impacts on 2.41 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine 
resources at a 3:1 mitigation ratio through the purchase of 4.82 acres/credits (a 2:1 mitigation 
ratio) from an in-watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed in-lieu fee [ILF] 
Program), as available; and an additional 1:1 mitigation through either on-site preservation, with a 
focus on removal invasive species and replanting with native species, or the purchase of 2.41 
acres/credits from an in-watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF 
Program), as available. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) will make final 
determination regarding compensatory mitigation requirements during the permit evaluation 



BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION PROJECT DBESP REPORT 

 

 
ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING 2 

process. If on-site enhancement is pursued, an enhancement and revegetation plan will developed 
in consultation with the regulatory agencies during the aquatic resources permitting process.  
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2 Introduction 

2.1 PROJECT AREA 

The approximately 191-acre proposed project is located south of Cherry Valley Boulevard, north of 
Brookside Avenue, and east of Interstate 10 (I-10; Figure 1). The current zoning for the project site 
is Specific Plan. All proposed changes associated with the project are located within areas 
previously annexed to the City of Beaumont by Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). The 
review area is bounded by undeveloped land to the north and west, rural residences with livestock 
pens to the east, and residential development to the south. The latitude and longitude of the 
approximate center of the review area is 33.965141, -117.019732. The review area sits on 
Township 2 South, Range 1 West, and Section 30 within the El Casco 7.5-minute quadrangle, as 
mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS; Figure 2). The following Assessor Parcel Numbers 
(APNs) are associated with the project site: 407-230-22, -23, -24, -25, -26, -27, -28, 407-190-
016, and 407-190-017. 

The project is within the Santa Ana Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 8 (18070203), San Timoteo Wash 
HUC 10 (1807020304), and San Timoteo Canyon-San Timoteo Wash HUC 12 (180702030403) 
watersheds (Figure 3). In addition to the watersheds defined by the USGS and commonly used by 
the Corps, the RWQCB also defines watershed boundaries by Hydrologic Units (HUs). The majority 
of the project site is within the Santa Ana Basin, the Santa Ana River HU, and the Beaumont 
Hydrologic Subarea (Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board [SARWQCB] 1986; 
SARWQCB 2019). 

The proposed project site is within the MSHCP Plan Area but not located within a Cellgroup or 
Criteria Area. The project is identified as occurring within the NEPSSA for Marvin’s onion and 
many-stemmed dudleya, as well as the MSHCP Survey Area for burrowing owl.  

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative 
Parcel Map, Plot Plan Approval, and a Development Agreement. The proposed project is divided 
into five parcels with Parcels 1, 2, and 3 (Specific Plan Planning Area 1) designated for e-
commerce uses with supporting office. Parcel 4 (Specific Plan Planning Area 2) would include the 
development of up to 150,000 square feet of commercial uses. Parcel 5 (Specific Plan Planning 
Area 3) would remain as open space. The project proposes to amend the existing General Plan to 
allow for these uses on the 191-acre project. The proposed project will impact only approximately 
156 acres within proposed project boundary.  

2.3 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Elevations on site range from approximately 2,400 to 2,600 above mean sea level (amsl). Seven 
soil types occur on site varying in percent slopes (Figure 4). The project site is composed of nine 
parcels that support several upland and riparian vegetation communities (Figure 5). The flat areas 
of the project site are primarily dominated non-native grassland and developed habitats. The 
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drainage features within the project site are composed primarily of non-native grassland, mulefat 
scrub, and non-native riparian (Figure 6).  

Surrounding land uses include open space, agriculture, and residential development. The non- 
native grassland in the northern and southern portions of the project appear to be regularly disked. 

2.3.1 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

The project site supports ten vegetation communities and other land covers, as classified in 
accordance with Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California 
(Holland 1986) and consistent with the MSHCP vegetation mapping classification (Table 1). 
Vegetation within the project site is predominantly comprised of non-native grassland.  

Table 1. Vegetation Communities within Project Boundary 

Vegetation Community/Land Use Project Site (acres)1 

Upland 

Chamise Chaparral >0.01 

Developed 48.70 

Disturbed 1.50 

Eucalyptus Woodland 0.12 

Non-native Grassland 134.54 

Riversidean Sage Scrub 0.24 

Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 1.10 

Riparian 

Blue Elderberry Stands 0.30 

Mulefat Scrub 2.14 

Non-native Riparian 2.32 

Total 190.991 
1Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) 
and thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table.  

Chamise Chapparal  

This chaparral vegetation community (>0.01 acre) is overwhelmingly dominated by chamise 
(Adenostoma fasciculatum). Within the project site, the chamise chaparral contains some 
individuals of California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) and it occurs along the northwestern 
project boundary. Chamise chaparral continues as patches within non-native grassland west of the 
project.  
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Developed 

Developed land (48.70 acres) within the project site does not support native vegetation and 
includes human-made structures. Within the project site, developed habitat includes the buildings 
and paved surfaces associated with the former agricultural operations.  

Disturbed  

Disturbed land (1.50 acres) is typically classified as land on which the native vegetation has been 
significantly altered by agriculture, construction, or other land-clearing activities, and the species 
composition and site conditions are not characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant association 
(e.g., disturbed Riversidean sage scrub). Disturbed habitat is typically found in vacant lots, along 
roadsides, within construction staging areas, and in abandoned fields. The habitat is typically 
dominated by non-native annual species and perennial broadleaf species. Disturbed habitat on the 
project site occurs within the gravel driveways and staging areas that support the sparse growth of 
non-native grasses and forbaceous species. A few Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta) also 
occur within the driveway near the eastern entrance to the project site off Cherry Valley Boulevard.  

Eucalyptus Woodland  

The Eucalyptus woodland (Eucalyptus spp.) habitat (0.12 acre) ranges from single-species thickets 
with little or no shrubby understory to scattered trees over a well-developed herbaceous and 
shrubby understory. In most cases, eucalyptus forms a dense stand with a closed canopy. 
Eucalyptus species produces a large amount of leaf and bark litter, the chemical and physical 
characteristics of which limit the ability of other species to grow in the understory, decreasing 
floristic diversity. A large stand of eucalyptus woodland occurs west of the project site towards I-
10; the eastern extent of the large stand occurs along the western border of the project site.  

Non-native Grassland 

The non-native grassland within the project site (134.54 acres) is dominated by ripgut grass 
(Bromus diandrus) but also contains occurrences of other non-native grass and forbaceous 
species such as red brome (B. rubens), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and short-pod 
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana). Rigid fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii) was observed within the non-
native grassland habitat growing out of the topographical depressions in the western portion of 
project site. The project site is frequently mowed and had been grazed in the past using cattle, 
keeping non-native grasses and ruderal species fairly low to the ground. Non- native grassland 
occurs throughout much of the project site.  

Riversidean Sage Scrub 

Riversidean sage scrub (0.24 acre) is a form of coastal sage scrub found in Riverside County 
consisting of low, soft shrubs. The project site supports small patches of Riversidean sage scrub 
that are dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and California buckwheat and 
contain non-native grasses between shrubs. Riversidean sage scrub is found in the southwestern 
portion of the project site and off-site along the southern project boundary.  
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Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 

Mature individuals of Torrey’s scrub oak (Quercus x acutidens) form distinct stands (1.10 acres) 
occurring along the upper banks of canyons and drainages within the western portion of the 
project. Torrey’s scrub oak is a small oak tree and on-site Torrey’s scrub oak do not exceed 25 
feet in height. Non-native grasses occur as the understory between individual trees. The stands of 
Torrey’s scrub oak within the project site do not represent a specific vegetation community (e.g., 
scrub oak chaparral), but are a monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the 
surrounding non-native grassland habitat.  

Blue Elderberry Stands 

Individual stands of blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) occur within the project site 
(0.30 acre). Blue elderberry is a tall woody shrub that can grow up to 25 feet tall. The blue 
elderberry trees within the project site do not represent a specific vegetation community, rather a 
monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the surrounding non-native grassland 
habitat. Blue elderberry is not a hydrophytic, or wetland-exclusive, plant species; it can be found 
growing in both upland and riparian habitats. However, this stand of trees is included in the riparian 
community discussion for the purposes of this analysis due to its location exclusively within the 
drainages in the project site.  

Mulefat Scrub 

Mulefat scrub (2.14 acres) consists of mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) as the dominant or co- 
dominant species within a continuous shrub canopy or thicket. A few isolated, individual willows 
(Salix spp.) also occur within the continuous mulefat scrub. The herbaceous layer is typically 
sparse. The mulefat scrub within the project site is approximately 10-15 feet in height and co- 
occurs with the blue elderberry stands and non-native riparian vegetation within the canyons and 
drainages in the southwest. 

Non-native Riparian  

This habitat includes densely vegetated riparian thickets dominated by non-native, invasive 
species. Within the project site, non-native riparian habitat (2.32 acres) consists of a monotypic 
stands of tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), occurring within the drainages in the southwestern 
portion of the project. Tree of heaven are large trees with some individuals exceeding 30 feet in 
height. Virtually no understory occurs within the stands of tree of heaven that occur within the 
project site. 

2.3.2 SOILS 

Based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) map of the project area, seven soil map units, outlined below, occur within the project site 
boundary (Figure 4). The National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils defines hydric soils; 
Changes in Hydric Soils Database Selection Criteria (77 Federal Register 12234) outlines the 
current four hydric soil criteria. None of the soils present on site are classified as hydric soils. The 
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soils are described below per the USDA’s Official Soil Description and Series Classification 
database (NRCS 2018) and the USDA’s Soil Survey of Wester Riverside Area, California (1971).  

Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 

Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 

Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5  percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-
drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona 
soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 

Ramona sandy loam, deep, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-
drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona 
soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric.  

Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series consists of 
well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. 
Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly 
level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. 
Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and 
seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The 
NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded, which occurs 
on site, as hydric.  
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Ramona sandy loam, deep, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series 
consists of well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock 
sources. Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are 
nearly level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet 
amsl. Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, 
and seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. 
The NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded, which 
occurs on site, as hydric.  

Terrace escarpments – Terrace escarpments consist of variable alluvium on terraces or gullies 
derived from granite, gabbro, metamorphosed sandstone, sandstone, or mica-schist. Slopes 
range from 30 to 75 percent. Vegetation is sparse and includes annual grasses, salvia (Salvia sp.), 
California buckwheat, and chamise. Areas of terrace escarpments are used primarily for watershed 
and as wildlife habitat. The NRCS does not list terrace escarpments, which occurs on site, as 
hydric.   
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3 Riparian/Riverine Mitigation (MSHCP Section 6.1.2)  

3.1 METHODS  

All projects within the MSHCP Plan Area require an evaluation of potential impacts on 
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, as those terms are defined in the MSHCP, and the 
protected species associated with those habitats. 

On April 22 and May 12, 2021, RBC biologists surveyed the project site and conducted vegetation 
mapping, a general biological survey, and habitat assessments for special-status plant and wildlife 
species, including species associated with MSHCP survey areas and MSHCP riparian/riverine 
areas and vernal pool habitats. RBC used binoculars (10 x 42) to aid in the observation of 
biological resources during biological surveys. Plants were identified using the Jepson Manual 2nd 
edition (Baldwin et al. 2012) and local botanical knowledge. Vegetation community boundaries 
were delineated at a 1:2400 scale (1 inch = 200 feet) aerial photograph following Holland’s 
Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986). RBC 
completed the Beaumont Summit Station Project Biological Resources and MSHCP Consistency 
Report in July 2022 (RBC 2022a).  

RBC Regulatory Specialists Sarah Krejca and Chelsea Polevy conducted an initial jurisdictional 
assessment on April 22, 2021, followed by a formal aquatic resources delineation on June 3, 2021, 
to confirm the presence and extent of potentially jurisdictional aquatic resources and MSHCP 
riparian/riverine areas. RBC regulatory specialist Sarah Krejca and Shanti Santulli conducted an 
additional aquatic resources delineation field visit on June 7, 2021. RBC completed the Beaumont 
Summit Station Project Aquatic Resources Delineation Report in July 2022 (ARDR; RBC 2022b; 
Appendix A). Figure 6 shows the results of the formal jurisdictional delineation. 

During RBC’s jurisdictional delineation field visit on April 22, 2021, June 3, 2021, and June 7, 
2021, RBC evaluated all areas with depressions, drainage patterns, and/or wetland vegetation 
within the ARDR review area (including the project boundary and a 50-foot buffer; Figure 6) for 
potential jurisdictional status, with a focus on the presence of defined channels and/or wetland 
vegetation, soils, and hydrology. Details regarding methods used to delineate U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional boundaries are included in the project’s ARDR (Appendix A).  

While in the field, potentially jurisdictional features were recorded using a hand-held Global 
Positioning System (GPS) unit with a level of accuracy ranging from eight to 24 feet. RBC staff 
refined the data using aerial photographs and topographic maps to ensure accuracy.  

RBC also conducted protocol surveys for Least Bell’s Vireo in accordance with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Guidelines (USFWS 2001), based on the results 
of the habitat assessments. The survey included all suitable Least Bell’s Vireo riparian habitat in the 
the project site, as well as a 500-foot buffer surrounding the project site. Surveys were completed 
between April 22, 2021 and July 16, 2021.  
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3.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

3.2.1 DIRECT IMPACTS 

Direct impacts are those that involve the loss, modification, or disturbance of natural resources or 
habitats (i.e., vegetative communities or substrate) that in turn, directly affect plant and wildlife 
species that depend on that habitat. Direct impacts include the destruction of individual plants or 
wildlife of low mobility (i.e., plants, amphibian, reptiles, and small mammals). The project boundary 
contains approximately 8.48 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine areas, as defined by Section 6.1.2 of 
the MSHCP, of which, 2.41 acres will be directly impacted by construction; approximately 6.07 
acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine areas will be avoided on site as discussed further below (Table 2; 
Figure 7). The on-site MSHCP riparian/riverine areas conicide with CDFW-jurisdictional vegetated 
streambed and associated riparian habitat.  

Non-Wetland Water (NWW)-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, 
NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 (Figure 6) meet the MSHCP definition of riparian/riverine 
areas as they contain freshwater flow during “a portion of the year,” specifically after rain events 
(RCA 2003). Based on the field observations in April and June 2021, the on-site drainages and 
associated tributaries are expected to convey ephemeral flows (i.e., only in direct response to 
precipitation). NWW-3 also receives runoff from development south of the review area that is 
collected and conveyed on site through a culverted storm drain outlet. Note that the drainages and 
associated tributaries also previously received runoff from the former on-site agricultural operations 
(poultry and livestock farm) and are highly incised and disturbed. Based on field observations and a 
review of Google Earth aerial imagery (Google Earth Pro 2021), USGS National Hydrography 
Dataset (NHD) data (USGS 2020), and USFWS National Wetlands Inventory data (USFWS 2019), 
flows from NWW-1, NWW-2, and NWW-3 likely continue off site and downstream, flowing into a 
feature mapped by the USGS NHD as an ephemeral stream that continues for approximately 4 
miles until transitioning to an unnamed tributary for approximately 7.5 miles, then connecting with 
the San Timoteo Wash. The San Timoteo Wash then continues for approximately 6.6 miles before 
outletting into the Santa Ana River, which ultimately discharges into the Pacific Ocean (USGS 
2020). 

Additionally, NWW-2A, NWW-3, NWW-3A, and NWW-3B support riparian habitat dominated by 
trees or shrubs “which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh 
water source” (RCA 2003). Specifically, NWW-2A, NWW-3, and NWW-3B support mulefat scrub; 
NWW-3 supports non-native riparian habitat that is dominated by the invasive tree-of-heaven; and 
NWW-3 and NWW-3A support blue elderberry stands (Figure 6). Therefore, the features which are 
described as CDFW-jurisdictional riparian habitat meet the definition of MSHCP riparian habitat.  

Additionally, the mulefat scrub within and adjacent to NWW-3 and NWW-3B provide suitable 
habitat for least Bell’s vireo, an MSHCP riparian/riverine wildlife species. An individual male least 
Bell’s vireo was observed during the first two of eight protocol surveys foraging and moving 
frequently along the mulefat canopy of NWW-3. The lack of observations following the first two 
least Bell’s vireo surveys suggests that this bird was an early season migrant that did not establish 
a nesting territory within the project area. No female vireo or active nests were detected during 
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protocol surveys. The riparian/riverine features within the project site do not, however, support 
suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher, or western yellow-billed cuckoo; these species 
prefer dense native riparian woodlands and forests which are absent from the project site. 
Therefore, there is very low to no potential for southwestern willow flycatcher or western yellow-
billed cuckoo to occur within the project site, and no focused surveys for these species were 
conducted. 

The proposed project will result in permanent, direct impacts on NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, 
NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3B, NWW-3B1, and a small portion of NWW-3A. The 
project applicant designed the proposed project to avoid impacts on NWW-3, the primary and 
highest quality riparian/riverine resource within the project boundary, as well as a majority of NWW-
3A (a tributary of NWW-3), as detailed in Table 2 and shown in Figure 7. 

Several basins, swales, erosional features, and an abandoned ditch also occur within the project 
impact footprint. These features were determined to be non-jurisdictional by the Corps, RWQCB, 
and CDFW (Appendix A, Section 6.6); they also do not meet the MSHCP definition of a 
riparian/riverine feature as they did not appear to convey or receive flows and therefore do not 
receive “freshwater flow during all or a portion of the year” (RCA 2003). Additionally, these non-
jurisdictional features, dominated by non-native grassland vegetation, do not “contain habitat 
dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur 
close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source” (RCA 2003). A 
0.67-acre area of isolated, non-native riparian habitat located south of NWW-3 and the small areas 
of mulefat scrub located south and east of NWW-3B, totalling 0.38 acre, (Figure 7), also do not 
receive “freshwater flow during all or a portion of the year” as they are not located within or directly 
adjacent to a drainage (RCA 2003). Additionally, these areas are dominated by tree-of-heaven 
(Facultative Upland [FACU]) and mulefat (Facultative [FAC]), respectively, which are not trees or 
shrubs that “depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source” (RCA 2003). Therefore, 
these areas do not fit the MSHCP definition of a riparian/riverine area. 

No areas within the project site meet the MSHCP definition of a vernal pool. The basins observed 
on site are abandoned, manmade settling basins (described as Basin [B-]1 through B-5 per the 
project ARDR [Appendix A, Section 6.6 and Figures 5A to 5C]). Obligate (OBL) hydrophytes and 
FAC wetland plant species do not dominate these basins during the wet season based on field 
surveys, the known history of the project site, and a review of historic aerial imagery. Specifically, 
no OBL hydrophytes were observed within the basins during the April 22, 2021 field survey. 
Although a few mulefat (FAC) and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca; FAC) were observed within 
several of the basins, the vegetation was dominated by non-native grasses. Additionally, sometime 
between 1976 and 1996, a former poultry farm began developing B-1 through B-5 for use as 
settling basins to hold manure from chickens, pigs, and cattle, a use that would not support 
establishment of vernal pools (See Appendix D of Appendix A). Based on the USDA NRCS, the 
basins are dominated by Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded; terrace 
escarpments; and Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (Appendix A; Figure 4), soils 
that are not indicative of a vernal pool. RBC sampled soils within B-4 within an area exhibiting 
cracked soils and no hydric soil parameters (Appendix A) during the formal aquatic resources 
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delineation on June 7, 2021, which was representative of the conditions within B-1, B-2, B-3, and 
B-5. The ARDR provides additional details regarding these non-jurisdictional features (Appendix A; 
Section 6.6).  

As detailed below in Table 2 and shown in Figure 7, the proposed project will directly impact 2.41 
acres of riparian/riverine habitat. 

Table 2. Direct Impacts on Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

Feature 
Name 

Aquatic Resource 
Type 

Acreage within 
Project Boundary 

Direct Impact 
Acreage 

NWW-1 Vegetated Streambed 0.02 0.02 

NWW-1A Vegetated Streambed 0.03 0.03 

NWW-2 Vegetated Streambed 0.71 0.71 

NWW-2A 
Vegetated Streambed <0.01 <0.01 

Riparian Habitat 0.03 0.03 

NWW-2B Vegetated Streambed 0.08 0.08 

NWW-2C Vegetated Streambed 0.07 0.07 

NWW-3 
Vegetated Streambed 4.36 0.00 

Riparian Habitat 0.72 0.00 

NWW-3A 
Vegetated Streambed 1.01 0.06 

Riparian Habitat 0.01 0.00 

NWW-3B 
Vegetated Streambed 1.04 1.00 

Riparian Habitat 0.21 0.21 

NWW-3B1 Vegetated Streambed 0.18 0.18 

Total1 8.48 2.41 
1Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus the sum 
of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table.  

3.2.2 INDIRECT IMPACTS 

Indirect impacts are considered to be those impacts associated with the project that involve the 
effects of alteration of the existing habitat and an increase in human population and or land use 
within the project site. These impacts are commonly referred to as “edge effects” and may result in 
changes in the behavioral patterns of wildlife and reduced wildlife diversity and abundance in 
habitats adjacent to the project site. 

Indirect impacts include the effects of increases in ambient levels of sensory stimuli (e.g., noise and 
light), unnatural predators (e.g., domestic cats and other non-native animals), competitors (e.g., 
exotic plants and non-native animals), and trampling and unauthorized recreational use due to the 
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increase in human population. Other permanent indirect effects may occur that are related to water 
quality and storm water management, including trash/debris, toxic materials, and dust. 

The project site is not located in proximity to any MSHCP Conservation Areas. Adjacent lands 
include residential development to the south, I-10 to the southwest, rural residences with livestock 
pens to the east, and undeveloped land to the north and west.  

Final project design and construction will incorporate best management practices (BMPs) to 
reduce and/or eliminate indirect effects on MSHCP riparian/riverine resources as required for 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance per the Beaumont Summit Station Specific 
Plan Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report (City of Beaumont 2021). Construction 
water quality BMPs will be required to control and prevent discharges of pollutants that can 
adversely impact the downstream surface water quality. Furthermore, the proposed project will 
treat on-site runoff with Modular Wetland System (MWS) vaults. Post-construction on-site flows 
would be directed towards the MWS vaults for treatment and removal of pollutants, then into a 
proposed underground detention system, and ultimately discharged into the ephemeral stream to 
the west of the project site (i.e., the downstream portion of NWW-3). Discharged flows would not 
exceed pre-project flows per CEQA requirements.  

Additionally, if least Bell’s vireo nesting is discovered, either during protocol surveys, monthly 
presence/absence surveys, or incidentally, noise level from project activities shall not to exceed 65 
dBA at the edge of occupied habitat. If this is not possible, a noise barrier shall be constructed to 
avoid adverse impacts to any least Bell’s vireo nest/s. Artificial light shall not be cast into suitable 
habitat containing active nests when night work occurs.  

As such, the proposed project will not result in significant indirect effects on MSHCP 
riparian/riverine areas including associated species. Furthermore, the Urban/Wildland Interface 
Guidelines do not apply to the proposed project. 

3.3 MITIGATION AND EQUIVALENCY 

3.3.1 DIRECT EFFECTS 

To meet the criteria of a biologically equivalent or superior alternative, the project applicant 
proposes offsetting impacts to the 2.41 acres of MSHCP riparian/riverine resources at a 3:1 
mitigation ratio through the purchase of 4.82 credits (2:1 mitigation ratio) from an in-watershed 
mitigation bank (i.e., the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program located within the Santa Ana 
River watershed [Figure 8]), as available; and an additional 1:1 mitigation through either on-site 
preservation, with a focus on removal invasive species and replanting with native species, or the 
purchase of 2.41 acres/credits from an in-watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the the Santa Ana River 
Watershed ILF Program), as available. The Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program includes 
enhancement and rehabilitated riverine and riparian resources within the Santa Ana River 
watershed. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant will provide the City of 
Beaumont with purchase confirmation.  
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The 2.41 acres of on-site MSHCP riparian/riverine resources within the project impact area provide 
minimal aquatic resource functions due to the highly disturbed nature of the property (e.g., 
regularly mowed, grazed, and farmed land) and historic degradation and runoff into the on-site 
aquatic features from previous on-site farming operations. Furthermore, as stated in Section 3.2.1, 
the proposed project was designed to avoid impacts on NWW-3, the primary and highest quality 
riparian/riverine resource within the project boundary. 

The purchase of re-establishment and/or rehabitiation credits and preservation of 4.82 acres of 
high-quality sensitive resources at the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program and additional 
mitigation of 1:1 through either on-site preservation or the purchase of 2.41 acres/credits from an 
in-watershed mitigation bank (i.e., the the Santa Ana River Watershed ILF Program), as available, 
to offset impacts to 2.41 acres of highly disturbed MSHCP riparian/riverine resources meet the 
criteria of a biologically equivalent or superior alternative. Additional information and a detailed 
justification regarding the proposed mitigation will be included in the applicant’s forthcoming 
Notification of Streambed Alteration to CDFW. 

3.3.2 INDIRECT EFFECTS 

Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP provides guidelines pertaining to the urban/wildlands interface, which 
are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating public and private developments 
in proximity to an MSHCP Conservation Area. The project site is not adjacent to an existing 
MSHCP Conservation Area; therefore, no mitigation is proposed to occur to offset indirect effects. 
However, final project design will incorporate the appropriate BMPs to reduce and/or eliminate 
indirect effects. 

4 Narrow Endemic Plant Species Mitigation (MSHCP 
Section 6.1.3) 

4.1 METHODS  

RBC queried the project site against the NEPSSA (Figure 9). The RCA MSHCP Information Map 
revealed that the project is located within a NEPSSA for Marvin’s onion and many-stemmed 
dudleya (RCA 2021). On April 22 and May 12, 2021, RBC qualified botanists assessed the 
suitability of habitat within the project site to support MSHCP Narrow Endemic species Marvin’s 
onion and many-stemmed dudleya and surveyed the site for each species. The project site was 
walked and assessed for the presence of suitable habitat and species. The surrounding 100-foot 
buffer was surveyed via binoculars for the potential to support special-status floral species. 

4.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

The project site does not contain appropriate soils or suitable habitat for Marvin’s onion and many-
stemmed dudleya, and therefore the project will not impact Narrow Endemic Plants. The proposed 
project will be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP. 
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4.3 MITIGATION AND EQUIVALENCY  

4.3.1 DIRECT EFFECTS 

There will be no unavoidable direct impacts to narrow endemic plant species resulting from the 
project.  

4.3.2 INDIRECT EFFECTS 

There will be no unavoidable indirect impacts to narrow endemic plant species resulting from the 
project.  
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5 Mitigation and Equivalency (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) 

5.1 CRITERIA AREA SPECIES SURVEY AREA – PLANTS 

5.1.1 METHODS 

RBC queried the project site against the CASSA for plant species (Figure 9). The project site is not 
located within a CASSA for any plant species; therefore, RBC did not conduct surveys for any 
plant species listed in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP.  

5.1.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

The project site is not located within a CASSA for any plant species. The project is consistent with 
MSHCP Section 6.3.2. 

5.1.3 MITIGATION AND EQUIVALENCY 

5.1.3.1 Direct Effects 

There will be no unavoidable direct impacts to CASSA plant species resulting from the project.  

5.1.3.2 Indirect Effects 

There will be no unavoidable indirect impacts to CASSA plant species resulting from the project.  

5.2 BURROWING OWL 

5.2.1 METHODS 

The RCA MSHCP Information Map revealed that the project is located within a MSHCP Burrowing 
Owl Survey Area (RCA 2021; Figure 9). RBC assessed the project site for suitable burrowing owl 
habitat on April 22, 2021, in accordance with the Western Riverside MSHCP Burrowing Owl 
Survey Instructions (RCA 2005). As a result, RBC conducted protocol burrowing owl surveys 
during the breeding season (March 1 to August 31). RBC biologists conducted four surveys 
between May 12, 2021, and July 6, 2021 (Appendix B). Surveys were not conducted during rain, 
dense fog, or when high winds were greater than 20 miles per hour. 

RBC biologists walked transects spaced 7-20 meters (20-60 feet) apart through suitable burrowing 
owl habitat within the project site plus a 500-foot buffer. RBC biologists used binoculars (10x42) to 
scan the survey area for owls, active and potential burrows, and/or sign of owls. RBC examined all 
suitable burrows for sign, including feathers, pellets, excrement (e.g., scat and whitewash), and 
prey remains. RBC considered burrows to be active if a burrowing owl was observed at or near the 
entrance or if evidence of recent sign was present. Biologists documented all suitable burrows in 
ArcGIS Collector. 
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5.2.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

Although the project site has moderate potential to support burrowing owl, no burrowing owl(s) or 
burrowing owl sign were observed on site during the protocol surveys.  
Mitigation and Equivalency  

5.2.2.1 Direct Effects 

There will be no unavoidable direct impacts to burrowing owl with the project.  

5.2.2.2 Indirect Effects 

There will be no unavoidable indirect impacts to burrowing with the project.  

5.3 MAMMALS 

5.3.1 METHODS 

RBC queried the project site against Mammal Species Survey Areas (Figure 9). The project site is 
not located within any Mammal Species Survey Areas; therefore, no surveys were conducted for 
any mammal species listed in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. 

5.3.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

The project site is not located within a survey area for any MSHCP mammal species. The project is 
consistent with MSHCP Section 6.3.2. 

5.3.3 MITIGATION AND EQUIVALENCY 

5.3.3.1 Direct Effects 

There will be no unavoidable direct impacts to MSHCP mammal species resulting from the project.  

5.3.3.2 Indirect Effects 

There will be no unavoidable indirect impacts to MSHCP mammal species resulting from the 
project.  

5.4 AMPHIBIANS 

5.4.1 METHODS 

RBC queried the project site against Amphibian Species Survey Areas per the MSHCP. The project 
site is not located within any Amphibian Species Survey Areas; therefore, no surveys for any 
amphibian species listed in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP were conducted for the project. 

5.4.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

The project site is not located within a survey area for any MSHCP amphibian species. The project 
is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.3.2. 
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6 Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly 

6.1 METHODS  

RBC queried the project site against NRCS soils maps for the proposed project (Figure 4). The 
project site is not located within Delhi soil mapped within the MSHCP baseline data; therefore, no 
focused surveys for the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly were conducted for the project.  

6.2 RESULTS/IMPACTS 

The project site is not located within Delhi soil mapped within the MSHCP baseline data.  

6.3 MITIGATION AND EQUIVALENCY 

6.3.1 DIRECT EFFECTS 

There will be no unavoidable direct impacts to Delhi Sands flower-loving fly resulting from the 
project.  

6.3.2 INDIRECT EFFECTS 

There will be no unavoidable indirect impacts to Delhi Sands flower-loving fly resulting from the 
project.  
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1 Introduction  
On behalf of Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC, Rocks Biological Consulting (RBC) conducted a 
formal aquatic resources delineation for the Beaumont Summit Station review area, composed of 
219.37 acres (Figure 1), to identify areas that may be considered jurisdictional under the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act; and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. The information provided in this 
aquatic resources delineation report (ARDR) is necessary to define the presence or absence of 
aquatic resources within the review area. This ARDR can also be used by the agencies to inform 
the jurisidictional status of delineated aquatic resources and by the applicant and agencies to 
assess conformance with state and federal regulations and to estimate potential impacts and 
associated permitting requirements. Furthermore, the information contained in this report is in 
compliance with the Corps Los Angeles District’s Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic 
Resources Delineation Reports (Minimum Standards; Corps 2017). Appendix A provides a 
checklist to ensure compliance with the Minimum Standards.  
This ARDR also serves as a request for the Corps to complete a Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination (PJD) based on the information provided in this report. Appendix B provides the 
required forms associated with the PJD request. 

2 Site Description, Landscape Setting  

2.1 Location 

The review area is located south of Cherry Valley Boulevard, north of Brookside Avenue, and 
east/northeast of Interstate (I-) 10, within the City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California (Figure 
1). The review area is bounded by undeveloped land to the north and west, rural residences with 
livestock pens to the east, and residential development to the south. The latitude and longitude of 
the approximate center of the review area is 33.965141, -117.019732. The review area sits on 
Township 2 South, Range 1 West, and Section 30 within the El Casco 7.5-minute quadrangle, as 
mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS; Figure 2). 

2.2 Topography 

The review area is primarily flat with elevations ranging from approximately 2,403 to 2,584 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl), with areas of lower topography within the drainages on the south and 
southwestern portions of the review area and between rolling hills along the northwestern 
boundary of the review area (Figure 2). Drainage patterns on site trend east to west following a 
gradual decrease in elevation in the same direction. 

2.3 Watershed 

The review area is within the Santa Ana Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 8 (18070203), San Timoteo 
Wash HUC 10 (1807020304), and San Timoteo Canyon-San Timoteo Wash HUC 12 
(180702030403) watersheds (Figure 3). In addition to the watersheds defined by the USGS and 
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commonly used by the Corps, the RWQCB also defines watershed boundaries by Hydrologic Units 
(HUs). The majority of the review area is within the Santa Ana Basin, the Santa Ana River HU, and 
the Beaumont Hydrologic Subarea (Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board [Santa Ana 
RWQCB] 1986; Santa Ana RWQCB 2019). 

3 Methods 

3.1 Pre-Field Review 

Prior to the on-site delineation, field maps were created using a Geographic Information System 
(GIS) and a color aerial photograph at a 1:150 scale. RBC staff also reviewed USGS National 
Hydrography Dataset (NHD) and topography data (Figure 2), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data (Figure 4), and Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) soils data (Figure 4) to further determine the potential locations of aquatic 
resources within the review area. RBC also utilized Google Earth to assess current and historic 
presence or absence of flows and/or ponding in the review area (Google Earth Pro 2021). RBC 
also reviewed the 2004 Delineation of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands Sunny-Cal Specific Plan 
Project, City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California (Sunny-Cal JD Report; Michael Brandman 
Associates 2004) and the 2006 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan, Annexation, And Sphere of Influence Amendment, SCH# 2004121092 (Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan Draft EIR; Michael Brandman Associates 2006). 

3.2 On-Site Delineation and Mapping 

RBC regulatory specialists Sarah Krejca and Chelsea Polevy conducted an initial jurisdictional 
assessment field visit on April 22, 2021 and an aquatic resources delineation field visit on June 3, 
2021. RBC regulatory specialist Sarah Krejca and Shanti Santulli conducted an additional aquatic 
resources delineation field visit on June 7, 2021. Field conditions during these field visits are 
provided below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Field Conditions 

Date Survey Time 
Start – End 

Temperature (oF) 
Start – End 

Wind Speed Range            
(miles per hour) 

Start – End 

Cloud Cover (%) 
Start – End 

4/22/2021 0745 – 1315 48 – 61 0 to 5 – 5 to 8  100 – 100  

6/03/2021 0730 – 1500 67 – 92 0 to 1 – 10 to 15  0 – 0 

6/07/2021 0815 – 1245 52 – 62  2 to 5 – 5 to 10 100 – 90 

Figure 1 and Figures 5A to 5C depict the 219.37-acre review area. RBC regulatory specialist Sarah 
Krejca also completed a Streamflow Duration Assessment Method (SDAM) survey during the June 
3 and June 7, 2021 field visits. 
Areas with depressions, drainage patterns, and/or wetland vegetation within the review area were 
evaluated, with focus on the presence of defined channels and/or wetland vegetation, soils, and 
hydrology. 
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While in the field, potential aquatic resources were recorded using a hand-held Global Positioning 
System (GPS) unit with a level of accuracy ranging from 8 to 24 feet. RBC staff refined the data 
using aerial photographs and topographic maps with one-foot contours to ensure accuracy.  
All figures generated for this ARDR follow the Corps’ Updated Map and Drawing Standards for the 
South Pacific Division Regulatory Program (Corps 2016). 

The below subsections provide the aquatic resources delineation methods used per agency; 
Appendix C provides additional details regarding the agencies’ applicable regulations and 
guidance associated with this ARDR. 

3.2.1 Corps 

Ordinary High Water Mark Delineation 
Aquatic resources with a defined ordinary high water mark (OHWM) would be considered potential 
non-wetland waters of the U.S. Corps regulations at 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 329.11 
define an OHWM as “the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in 
the character of soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; the presence of litter or debris; or other 
appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas” (51 Federal Register 
[FR] 41251, November 13, 1986). RBC staff used guidance provided in A Field Guide to the 
Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western 
United States (OHWM Field Guide; Corps 2008a) and Regulatory Guidance Letter (RGL) 05-05 to 
estimate the extent of an OHWM in the field where applicable. For each feature exhibiting the 
potential presence of an OHWM, RBC completed a 2010 Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent 
Streams OHWM Datasheet following the guidance provided in the Updated Datasheet for the 
Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western 
United States (OHWM Datasheet; Corps 2010). Per the 2010 OHWM Datasheet, common 
indicators of an OHWM include a break in slope (i.e., abrupt cut in bank slope created by 
hydrogeomorphic processes across the landscape), changes in average sediment texture between 
floodplain units (i.e., low-flow, active floodplain, low terrace), and changes in vegetation species 
and/or cover between floodplain units. 
Wetland Delineation 
Field staff examined potential wetland waters of the U.S. using the routine determination methods 
set forth in Part IV, Section D, Subsection 2 of the Corps 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual 
(Wetland Manual; Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the 2008 Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region Version 2.0 (Arid West 
Supplement; Corps 2008b) where potential wetland conditions occur within the review area (e.g., 
areas with depressions, drainage patterns, and/or wetland vegetation where flooding or ponding 
could occur to create wetland conditions). Areas that meet the three parameters per the Arid West 
Supplement (i.e., hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology, following methods 
set forth in the Wetland Manual and Arid West Supplement) would be considered wetland waters 
of the U.S. RBC staff base wetland plant indicator status (i.e., Obligate [OBL], occurs 99+% in 
wetlands; Facultative Wetland [FACW], occurs 67-99% in wetlands; Facultative [FAC], occurs 34-
66% in wetlands; Facultative Upland [FACU], occurs 1-33% in wetlands; Upland [UPL], occurs 
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99+% in uplands; and Not Listed [NL], considered UPL for wetland delineation purposes) on the 
National Wetland Plant List (NWPL; Corps 2018) and hydric soils indicators on Field Indicators of 
Hydric Soils in the United States, Version 8.2 (NRCS 2018a). Soil chromas were identified in the 
field according to Munsell Soil-Color Charts with Genuine Munsell Color Chips (Munsell Color 
2015) and per the Wetland Manual and Arid West Supplement. Plants identified at wetland 
delineation sampling locations were identified according to The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of 
California, 2nd edition (Baldwin et al. 2012) and nomenclature followed Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora 
Project 2019). 

3.2.2 RWQCB 
Ordinary High Water Mark Delineation 
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs do not have regulations or 
guidance on defining the extent of non-wetland waters of the State. As such, field staff identified 
the lateral limits of potential non-wetland waters of the State using the same methods for 
determining an OHWM per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1 as they have generally been 
considered coincident.  

Wetland Delineation 
The State Policy for Water Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges 
of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters of the State (the Procedures; SWRCB 2021) defines wetland 
waters of the State. The Procedures were adopted on April 2, 2019; went into effect on May 28, 
2020; and were revised on April 6, 2021. As detailed in the Procedures, the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs define a wetland as follows: “An area is wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the 
area has continuous or recurrent saturation of the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or 
shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic 
conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the 
area lacks vegetation” (SWRCB 2021).  
The Procedures provide that RWQCBs shall rely on a wetland delineation from a final ARDR 
verified by the Corps to determine the extent of wetland waters of the State. If any potential 
wetland areas have not been delineated in a final ARDR verified by the Corps, the limits of such 
potential wetland waters of the State shall be identified using the same wetland delineation 
methods per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1, except that a lack of vegetation (i.e., less 
than 5 percent areal coverage of plants during the peak of the growing season) does not preclude 
an area from meeting the definition of a wetland waters of the State (SWRCB 2021).  

3.2.3 CDFW 

Lake, Streambed, and Associated Riparian and Wetland Habitat Delineation 

CDFW jurisdiction relies on the presence of a lake and/or streambed and associated riparian or 
wetland habitat. Lakes include “natural lakes or man-made reservoirs” (14 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] § 1.56). CDFW regulations define a streambed as "a body of water that flows at 
least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supporting fish or 
other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports 
riparian vegetation" (14 CCR § 1.72). The 1987 Rutherford v. State of California (188 Cal. App. 3d 
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1268) decision further provided that a streambed is the “channel of a water course; the depression 
between the banks worn by the regular and usual flow of the water.” A streambed includes the 
“[a]rea extending between the opposing banks measured from the foot of the banks from the top 
of the water at its ordinary stage, including sand bars which may exist between the foot of said 
banks….” (188 Cal. App. 3d 1268). The bank is defined as “the slope or elevation of land that 
bounds the bed of the stream in a permanent or long-standing way, and that confines the stream 
water up to its highest level” (The People v. Phillip Wright Osborn, 116 Cal. App. 4th 764). 
Riparian habitat refers to vegetation and habitat associated with a stream. CDFW-jurisdictional 
habitat includes all riparian shrub or tree canopy that may extend beyond the banks of a stream. 
Isolated riparian habitat (i.e., where riparian vegetation does not appear associated with an 
ephemeral wash) is not considered CDFW-jurisdictional.  

CDFW follows the USFWS wetland definition and classification system, which defines a wetland as 
transitional land between terrestrial and aquatic systems having one or more of the following 
attributes: “(1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly hydrophytes; (2) the substrate 
is predominantly undrained hydric soil; and (3) the substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water 
or covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year” (USFWS 1979). 
A wetland is presumed when all three attributes are present; if less than three attributes are 
present the presumption of a wetland must be supported by “the demonstrable use of wetland 
areas by wetland associated fish or wildlife resources, related biological activity, and wetland 
habitat values” (California Fish and Game Commission [CFGC] 1994).  

Potential CDFW-jurisdictional wetland boundaries were determined based on the presence of 
wetland areas supported by a lake or streambed. Wetland delineation methods to determine the 
presence of one or more wetland attributes included the same methods per the Corps as 
described in Section 3.2.1.  
Based on the above, potential CDFW-jurisdictional aquatic resources delineated included lakes 
and/or streambeds and their associated riparian and wetland habitats. Field staff delineated the 
lateral extent of potential CDFW jurisdiction to be “bank to bank” for a streambed or to the 
“dripline” of riparian habitat and/or wetland boundary, if present.  

4 Site Alterations, Current and Past Land Use 
RBC staff reviewed Google Earth Pro (Google Earth 2021), the University of California – Santa 
Barbara (UCSB; UCSB n.d.) database, the 2006 Sunny-Cal Specific Plan Draft EIR (Michael 
Brandman Associates 2006), and the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report (Michael Brandman Associates 
2004) to assess historic and ongoing land uses within the review area. 

Based on a review of Google Earth Pro and the UCSB database, various potentially jurisdictional 
features (e.g., Non-Wetland Water [NWW-] 2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, 
and NWW-3B1 per Section 6 below) occurred within their current locations in the review area at 
least as far back as May 1938 (i.e., the earliest aerial image available; Appendix D). Agriculture 
fields or farming operations are also visible on historic aerials as far back as May 1938 and are 
primarily concentrated in the northeastern portion of the review area until around June 1980 (UCSB 
n.d.; Appendix D). By September 1996, farming operations were expanded further into the center 
of the review area through the construction of several large poultry sheds (UCSB n.d.; Appendix 
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D). Based on a review of the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report, the review area encompasses the 
previously active Sunny-Cal Poultry Farm, which contained operations buildings, employee 
housing, and poultry sheds, and housed other livestock such as pigs and cattle (Michael 
Brandman Associates 2004). Per historic aerials, runoff from these developments may have 
resulted in the creation of various ditches, erosional features, and swales (further described in 
Section 6 below; Appendix D). Remains of these developments, such as shed and building 
foundations, exist to this day. Furthermore, per the 2004 Sunny-Cal JD Report, the former poultry 
farm developed various human-made settling basins throughout the review area which were 
utilized as manure holding areas (e.g., Basin [B-] 1, B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-5, per Section 6 below; 
Michael Brandman Associates 2004). These basins were established between September 1996 
and December 2003 (UCSB n.d.; Appendix D). Normal circumstances were assumed to be 
present within the review area. 
The Sunny-Cal Specific Plan Draft EIR determined four drainages within the review area to be 
Corps- and CDFW-jurisdictional (Michael Brandman Associates 2006) within the general locations 
of NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-3, NWW-3B, NWW-3B1, and portions of NWW-3A, further discussed 
in Section 6 below. Furthermore, the associated Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Specific Plan (Tract 36583) 
Project was previously permitted and mitigated under various regulatory approvals in 2015-2016 
(CWA Section 404 Nationwide Permit 29 and 43 [File No. SPL-2014-00601-JEM]; CWA Section 
401 Water Quality Certification [SARWQCB Project No. 332014-20]; and CDFW SAA No. 1600-
2014-0180-R6 [Revision 2]) and included permanent impacts to waters of the U.S./State and 
streambed/riparian habitat; however, the Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Specific Plan (Tract 36583) Project 
did not move forward and the previously permitted impacts did not occur. Furthermore, site 
ownership and project design has changed. As such, this ARDR supercedes previous delineations 
for review area and will be used to support future permitting associated with the Beaumont Summit 
Station Project. 
The following sections provide additional details regarding site alterations and land use specific to 
on-site soils, hydrology, and vegetation based on available data and the site visit. 

4.1 Soils 

Based on the NRCS soils data map (Figure 4), seven soil map units, outlined below in Table 2, 
occur within the review area: 

Table 2. Soil Mapped within Review Area 

Soil Map Unit Soil 
Series/Unit 

Geomorphic 
Surface Taxonomic Class NRCS Hydric 

Status 

Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes, eroded Greenfield Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Coarse-loamy, 

mixed, active, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes, eroded Greenfield Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Coarse-loamy, 
mixed, active, thermic 

Typic Haploxeralfs 
No 

Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 
percent slopes, eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 
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Soil Map Unit Soil 
Series/Unit 

Geomorphic 
Surface Taxonomic Class NRCS Hydric 

Status 

Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 
percent slopes, eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes, severely eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 
Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 
percent slopes, severely eroded Ramona Alluvial fans, 

terraces 

Fine-loamy, mixed, 
superactive, thermic 
Typic Haploxeralfs 

No 

Terrace escarpments N/A Terraces N/A No 

The National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils defines hydric soils; Changes in Hydric Soils 
Database Selection Criteria (77 FR 12234) outlines the current four hydric soil criteria. The NRCS 
does not list any of the soil map units within the review area as hydric. 
The soils outlined above in Table 2 are further described below per the USDA’s NRCS Official Soil 
Series Description and Series Classification database (NRCS 2018b) and the USDA’s Soil Survey 
of Western Riverside Area, California (1971): 
Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded – The Greenfield series consists of deep, 
well-drained soils that formed in moderately coarse and coarse alluvium derived from granitic rock 
and other mixed rock sources. Greenfield soils have slow to medium runoff, moderately rapid 
permeability, and slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent. These soils occur on alluvial fans and 
terraces at elevations of 100 to 3,500 feet amsl. Greenfield soil is used for production of field, 
forage, and fruit crops and also for growing grain and pasture. Uncultivated areas consist of annual 
grasses, forbs, some shrubs, and some oak trees. The NRCS does not list Greenfield sandy loam, 
8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-drained 
soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona soils 
have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric.  
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Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded – The Ramona series consists of well-drained 
soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. Ramona soils 
have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly level to 
moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. Ramona 
soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and seasonal 
fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The NRCS 
does not list Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes, eroded, which occurs on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series consists of 
well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. 
Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly 
level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. 
Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and 
seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The 
NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded, which occurs 
on site, as hydric. 
Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded – The Ramona series consists of 
well-drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from granitic rock and related rock sources. 
Ramona soils have slow to rapid runoff and moderately slow permeability. These soils are nearly 
level to moderately steep and occur on terraces and fans at elevations of 250 to 3,500 feet amsl. 
Ramona soil is used for production of grain, hay, pasture, irrigated citrus, olives, truck crops, and 
seasonal fruits. Uncultivated areas are primarily annual grasses, forbs, chamise, or chaparral. The 
NRCS does not list Ramona sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded, which occurs 
on site, as hydric. 

Terrace escarpments – Terrace escarpments consist of variable alluvium on terraces or gullies 
derived from granite, gabbro, metamorphosed sandstone, sandstone, or mica-schist. Slopes 
range from 30 to 75 percent. Vegetation is sparse and includes annual grasses, salvia (Salvia sp.), 
flat-top buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum). Areas of 
terrace escarpments are used primarily for watershed and as wildlife habitat. The NRCS does not 
list terrace escarpments, which occurs on site, as hydric. 

As stated in the Arid West Supplement, RBC used the hydric soils list as a tool and made final 
hydric soils determinations based on field-collected data at representative wetland delineation 
sample points deemed appropriate on site as recorded on the attached Arid West Wetland 
Determination Data Forms (Appendix E) discussed further in Section 6.1. 

4.2 Hydrology 

Per the review of on-line data sources, USGS NHD maps one “Stream/River” (ephemeral) in the 
western portion of the review area, one “Stream/River” (ephemeral) in the southern portion of the 
review area, and six “Reservoirs” in the central and western portions of the review area (Figure 2; 
USGS 2020). USFWS NWI maps one feature with a designation of “Riverine” in the southern 
portion of the review area (Figure 4; USFWS 2019). USFWS NWI classifies the onsite feature as 
Riverine, R4SBA, indicating that the feature is an intermittent (R4) streambed (SB) that temporarily 
floods (A). However, based on field observations in April and June 2021, the on-site features are 



BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORT 
 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING               

  
 

9 

expected to convey ephemeral flows (i.e., only in direct response to precipitation).  
The primary known hydrologic source for the observed on-site drainages and “reservoirs,” 
discussed further below, is direct precipitation only. The southern USGS NHD and USFWS NWI 
feature also receives runoff from development south of the review area that is collected and 
conveyed on site through a culverted storm drain outlet that flows north under Brookside Avenue. 
Previously, on-site drainages also received runoff from the former on-site agricultural operations 
(poultry and livestock farm) and the on-site “reservoirs” were used as settling basins to hold 
manure from chicken, pigs, and cows. 

Based on field observations, the on-site USGS NHD feature within the western portion of the 
review area travels west, then continues off site. The USGS NHD and USFWS NWI feature within 
the southern portion of the review area enters the review area then drains through two culvert 
outlets under Brookside Avenue, travels northwest, then continues off site. The USGS NHD maps 
the two features as converging just west of the review area and continuing as an ephemeral stream 
for approximately 4 miles until transitioning to an intermittent stream for approximately 7.5 miles, 
then connecting with the San Timoteo Wash. The San Timoteo Wash then continues for 
approximately 6.6 miles before outletting into the Santa Ana River, which ultimately discharges into 
the Pacific Ocean (USGS 2020). 

4.3 Vegetation 

Table 3 provides vegetation community acreages within the review area based on vegetation 
mapping conducted by RBC biologists on April 22, 2021 (Figure 6). The review area primarily 
consists of non-native grassland. The vegetation community classifications generally follow 
Holland’s Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 
1986) and are consistent with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP; Dudek & Associates, Inc. 2003) vegetation mapping classification. 

Table 3. Vegetation Communities within Review Area 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Acre(s)1 

Blue Elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) Stands 0.31 

Chamise Chaparral 0.19 

Developed 61.66 

Disturbed Habitat 1.59 

Eucalyptus Woodland 0.80 

Mulefat Scrub 2.32 

Non-native Grassland 146.83 

Non-native Riparian 2.37 

Non-native Vegetation 0.81 

Riversidean Sage Scrub 1.12 
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Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Acre(s)1 

Torrey’s Scrub Oak (Quercus x acutidens) Stands 1.37 

Total 219.37 
1 Acreages summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and 
thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

Blue Elderberry Stands 
Individual stands of blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) occur within the review area 
(0.31 acre). Blue elderberry is a tall woody shrub that can grow up to 25 feet tall. The blue 
elderberry trees within the review area do not represent a specific vegetation community, rather a 
monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the surrounding non-native grassland 
habitat. 

Chamise Chaparral 
Chamise chaparral is overwhelmingly dominated by chamise. Chamise chaparral within the review 
area (0.19 acre) contains some individuals of California buckwheat and occurs along the 
northwestern review area boundary. Chamise chaparral continues as patches within non-native 
grassland west of the review area.  
Developed 

Developed land does not support native vegetation and includes human-made structures. 
Developed land within the review area (61.66 acres) includes buildings and paved surfaces 
associated with the former agricultural operations.  

Disturbed Habitat 
Disturbed habitat is typically classified as land on which the native vegetation has been significantly 
altered by agriculture, construction, or other land-clearing activities, and the species composition 
and site conditions are not characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant association (e.g. 
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub). Disturbed habitat is typically found in vacant lots, along 
roadsides, within construction staging areas, and in abandoned fields. The habitat is typically 
dominated by non-native annual species and perennial broadleaf species. Disturbed habitat within 
the review area (1.59 acres) occurs within the gravel driveways and staging areas that support the 
sparse growth of non-native grasses and forbaceous species.  

Eucalyptus Woodland 
Eucalyptus woodland (Eucalyptus spp.) habitat ranges from single-species thickets with little or no 
shrubby understory to scattered trees over a well-developed herbaceous and shrubby understory. 
In most cases, eucalyptus forms a dense stand with a closed canopy. Eucalyptus species produce 
a large amount of leaf and bark litter, the chemical and physical characteristics of which limit the 
ability of other species to grow in the understory, decreasing floristic diversity. A large stand of 
eucalyptus woodland occurs along the western border of the review area (0.80 acre).   
Mulefat Scrub 
Mulefat scrub consists of mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) as the dominant or co-dominant species 
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within a continuous shrub canopy or thicket. A few isolated, individual willows (Salix spp.) also 
occur within the continuous mulefat scrub. The herbaceous layer is typically sparse. Mulefat scrub 
within the review area (2.32 acres) is approximately 10-15 feet in height and co-occurs with the 
blue elderberry stands and non-native riparian vegetation within the canyons and drainages in the 
southwest.  

Non-native Grassland 
Non-native grassland within the review area is dominated by ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus) but 
also contains occurrences of other non-native grass and forbaceous species such as red brome 
(Bromus rubens), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana). Rigid fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii) was observed within the non-native grassland 
habitat growing out of the topographical depressions in the western portion of review area. The 
review area is frequently mowed and was previously grazed using cattle, keeping non-native 
grasses and ruderal species fairly low to the ground. Non-native grassland (146.83 acres) occurs 
throughout much of the review area.  

Non-native Riparian 
Non-native riparian habitat includes densely vegetated riparian thickets dominated by non-native, 
invasive species. Non-native riparian habitat within the review area (2.37 acres) consists of 
monotypic stands of tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), occurring within the drainages in the 
southwestern portion of the review area. Tree of heaven are large trees with some individuals 
exceeding 30 feet in height. Virtually no understory occurs within the stands of tree of heaven that 
occur within the review area.  
Non-native Vegetation 
Non-native vegetation refers to areas where non-native ornamentals and landscaping have been 
installed. Non-native vegetation within the review area (0.81 acre) occurs just south of Brookside 
Avenue and is dominated by tree of heaven and pine trees (Pinus sp.)  
Riversidean Sage Scrub 

Riversidean sage scrub (1.12 acres) is a form of coastal sage scrub found in Riverside County 
consisting of low, soft shrubs. The review area supports small patches of Riversidean sage scrub 
that are dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and California buckwheat and 
contain non-native grasses between shrubs. Riversidean sage scrub is found in the southwestern 
portion of the review area and along the southern review area boundary.  
Torrey’s Scrub Oak Stands 

Mature individuals of Torrey’s scrub oak (Quercus x acutidens) form distinct stands (1.37 acres) 
occurring along the upper banks of canyons and drainages within the western portion of the review 
area. Torrey’s scrub oak is a small oak tree and on-site Torrey’s scrub oak do not exceed 25 feet 
in height. Non-native grasses occur as the understory between individual trees. The stands of 
Torrey’s scrub oak within the review area do not represent a specific vegetation community (e.g., 
scrub oak chaparral), but are a monotypic stand of trees that are functionally distinct from the 
surrounding non-native grassland habitat.   
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5 Precipitation Data and Analysis 
RBC utilized the NRCS Agricultural Applied Climate Information System (AgACIS) database for the 
Beaumont 2.5 NW station (approximately 0.7 mile southeast) to access pre-site visit precipitation 
data (NRCS 2021), as shown in Table 4.  
RBC also utilized the Corps’ Antecedent Precipitation Tool (APT) to assess whether or not the 
delineation date occurred in a drier, average, or wetter than normal period for the review area 
(Corps 2020). The Corps created the APT to assist with determining “typical year” precipitation 
conditions for a review area (i.e., the normal periodic range of precipitation and other climate 
variables for the waterbody). Additionally, the APT can also generally inform the regulatory agencies 
whether or not normal hydrologic/climatic conditions were on site at the time of the site visit and 
assist with completion of the Wetland Determination Data Forms (Appendix E).  

5.1 Precipitation Summary 
Table 4 describes the estimated monthly total precipitation for the review area from June 2020 to 
May 2021 to provide the pertinent pre-site visit precipitation data from the NRCS database for the 
Beaumont 2.5 NW, California NWS station (NRCS 2021).  

Table 4. Precipitation Data for June 2020 to May 2021 

 Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May 

Monthly Total 
Precipitation 

(inch[es]) 
0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 T* 0.70 1.26 2.48 0.15 1.94 0.13 M1 

1Per AgACIS database: “Values of 'M' indicate missing data and ‘T’ indicates a trace.” 

5.2 Antecedent Precipitation Tool Data 
The APT provides three climatological parameters: Palmer Drought Severity Index (PDSI), season, 
and antecedent precipitation condition. The PDSI is a standardized index calculated on a monthly 
basis with PDSI value outputs ranging from -10 (extremely dry) to +10 (extremely wet) (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] 2020) to assess drought conditions (i.e., PDSI 
Class). The APT determines wet vs. dry season based on related procedures provided in the 
applicable regional supplement for the review area (i.e., Arid West Supplement). The antecedent 
precipitation condition is classified as drier than normal with an antecedent runoff condition (ARC) 
score less than 10; normal with an ARC score between 10 to 14; or wetter than normal with an 
ARC score greater than 14 (Corps 2000). 
Table 5 summarizes the key data extrapolated from the APT output to compare the current year 
30-day rolling total to the averaged 30-year normal for the weather stations with comprehensive 
historical data within 30 miles of the review area: estimated drought conditions, wet or dry season 
determination, ARC score, and antecedent precipitation condition. The APT output provided in 
Appendix F and summarized in Table 5, noted a PDSI Class of “severe drought” on April 22, 2021 
and “extreme drought” on June 3, 2021 and June 7, 2021 for the review area; the precipitation 
and climatic conditions were classified as “drier than normal” on April 22, 2021 and “normal” on 
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June 3, 2021 and June 7, 2021 for the review area based on the 30-day rolling totals for the three 
months preceding the field survey dates. Field staff considered the drought conditions during the 
field delineation, evaluated how the drought conditions could affect the data collected on the Arid 
West Wetland Determination Data Forms and Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM 
Datasheets (Appendix E), and used recent and historic aerials to ensure appropriate representation 
of the extent of the on-site aquatic features for this ARDR despite 2021 drought conditions. 

Table 5. Antecedent Precipitation Tool Data for the Review Area 

Field Survey 
Date PDSI Value PDSI Class Season ARC 

Score 

Antecedent 
Precipitation 

Condition 

4/22/2021 -3.99 Severe drought Dry season 9 Drier than normal 

6/03/2021 -4.98 Extreme drought Dry season 10 Normal conditions 

6/07/2021 -4.98 Extreme drought Dry season 11 Normal conditions 

6 Description of Observed Potential Aquatic 
Resources 

The following descriptions of observed potential aquatic resources within the review area 
document the presence or absence of aquatic resource indicators per the methods discussed in 
Section 3. The subsections below are intended to be reviewed independently under each agency’s 
purview unless otherwise directed in the text (i.e., the aquatic resource description is the same 
between two or more agencies) given the various regulatory definitions and standards per each 
agency.  
Appendix G provides site photographs of the features within the review area; all figures in the 
Figure 5 series display representative photo points. 

6.1 Corps Wetland Waters of the U.S. 

RBC collected data at three representative Wetland Data Form Points (WDP) within the review 
area, one within NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 in Section 6.2 below), one within NWW-3 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3 in Section 6.2 below), and one within B-4 (see Basins 1 – 5 in Section 6.6 
below), to determine the presence or absence of jurisdictional wetland waters of the U.S. (Figure 
5A; Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as wetland waters of the U.S. based on the data collected during the field 
delineation, as discussed further in Section 6.2.  

6.2 Corps Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S. 
Non-Wetland Water 1 
NWW-1 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the far western portion of the 
review area (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-1 is an approximately 175-linear foot feature within an 
area of non-native grassland, the upstream extent of which appeared severely incised and 
erosional. After approximately 145 linear feet, NWW-1 converges with NWW-1A (see Non-Wetland 
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Water 1A below) before continuing off site and downstream, and exhibiting a more defined bed 
and bank with established vegetation along the banks. 

OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP) 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 1A below) represents the OHWM within 
NWW-1 given the similar conditions observed within NWW-1A; similarily, WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2 below) provides representative wetland delineation data for NWW-1 given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW 2. The estimated OHWM within NWW-1 measured 
approximately four feet wide until NWW-1 converged with NWW-1A, at which point the OHWM 
increased to approximately six feet wide. 

Non-Wetland Water 1A 
NWW-1A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs withn the far western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary of NWW-1 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-1A is an approximately 
156-linear foot feature within an area of non-native grassland that, similar to NWW-1, originates as 
a severely incised and erosional feature. 
An OHWM delineation was conducted within the drainage to confirm the presence or absence of 
OHWM indicators. ODP 3 confirmed the presence of the following OHWM indicators within NWW-
1A: a faint break in bank slope and change in vegetation cover between the active floodplain and 
adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 3). WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 below) was 
representative of the conditions in NWW-1A. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM 
measured approximately six feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-1A.  
Non-Wetland Water 2 

NWW-2 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that travels through the western portion of the 
review area, south of NWW-1 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2 is an approximately 1,018-linear 
foot feature within an area of non-native grassland that initiates just west of B-4 (see Basin 4 
below). After approximately 200 linear feet, NWW-2 converges with NWW-2A (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2A below), then flows approximately 90 linear feet before converging with NWW-2B (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2B below) after which NWW-2 continues an additional 70 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-2C (see Non-Wetland Water 2C below). After converging with NWW-2C, 
NWW-2 flows approximately 658 linear feet before continuing off site and downstream.   
A wetland and OHWM delineation were conducted within NWW-2 to confirm the presence or 
absence of wetland parameters and/or OHWM indicators. ODP 4 confirmed the presence of the 
following OHWM indicators within NWW-2: a break in bank slope and change in vegetation cover 
between the active floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 4). Based on the 
data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from three feet to four feet wide throughout the 
extent of NWW-2.  
WDP 2 was taken within a vegetated area dominated by blue elderberry (FACU), mulefat (FAC), 
false brome (Brachypodium distachyon; NL/UPL), and ripgut brome (NL/UPL). WDP 2 did not meet 
the hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, or wetland hydrology parameters (Figure 5A; Appendix E, 
WDP 2). 

Non-Wetland Water 2A 
NWW-2A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
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review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2A displays a faint OHWM 
and flows for approximately 168 linear feet through a small area dominated by mulefat and non-
native grasses before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  
ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) was representative of the OHWM in NWW-2A. WDP 2 
(see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) was representative of the conditions in NWW-2A. Based on the 
data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from one foot to two feet wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 2B 
NWW-2B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2B travels for 
approximately 175 linear feet through an area of non-native grassland before converging with 
NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  

ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) represents the OHWM within NWW-2B given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW-2; similarily, WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) provides 
representative wetland delineation data for NWW-2B given the similar conditions observed within 
NWW 2. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM measured approximately three feet 
wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 2C 

NWW-2C is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-2C flows for approximately 
109 linear feet through a small area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2 above).  
ODP 4 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) represents the OHWM within NWW-2C given the similar 
conditions observed within NWW-2; WDP 2 (see Non-Wetland Water 2 above) also provides  
representative wetland delineation data for NWW-2C. Based on the data collected, the estimated 
OHWM measured approximately three feet wide. 
Non-Wetland Water 3 

NWW-3 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that flows through the southern portion of the 
review area (Figure 5A). Specifically, NWW-3 is an approximately 2,710-linear foot feature that 
enters the southern boundary of the review area then immediately flows through two culvert outlets 
under Brookside Avenue. After exiting the culverts, NWW-3 continues northwest for approximately 
600 linear feet through an area of non-native grassland, before converging with NWW-3A (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3A below). NWW-3 then flows northwest for approximately 1,740 linear feet 
through areas of non-native grassland, mulefat scrub, blue elderberry stands, and non-native 
riparian, until converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B below). After converging with 
NWW-3B, NWW-3 flows west approximately 370 linear feet before continuing off site and 
downstream.  
A wetland and OHWM delineation were conducted within NWW-3 to confirm the presence or 
absence of wetland parameters and/or OHWM indicators. ODP 7 confirmed the presence of the 
following OHWM indicators within NWW-3: a faint break in slope, change in average sediment 
texture, change in vegetation cover, and change in vegetation species between the active 
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floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 7). Based on the data collected, the 
estimated OHWM ranged from four feet to eight feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3.  

WDP 3 was taken within a sparsely vegetated area dominated by mulefat (FAC). WDP 3 met the 
hydrophytic vegetation parameter; however, WDP 3 did not meet the hydric soil or wetland 
hydrology parameters (Figure 5A; Appendix E, WDP 3). 

Non-Wetland Water 3A 
NWW-3A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the southern portion of the 
review area, east of NWW-3, and is a tributary to NWW-3 (Figure 5A). NWW-3A likely resulted from 
runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area and adjacent fields 
to the east of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, 
NWW-3A appeared to have previously convey surface flows/runoff downslope from the former 
farming operations within the review area, based on its location just south of the former poultry 
sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-3A is an approximately 
1,290-linear foot feature that originates at the western extent of Swale (S-) 1 (see Swales 1– 5 
below) and eventually converges with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above).  
An OHWM delineation was conducted within the drainage to confirm the presence or absence of 
OHWM indicators. ODP 5 confirmed the presence of the following OHWM indicators within NWW-
3A: a break in bank slope, change in average sediment texture, and change in vegetation cover 
between the active floodplain and adjacent uplands (Figure 5A; Appendix E, ODP 5). WDP 3 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3 above) was representative of the conditions in NWW-3A. 

Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from approximately three feet to six 
feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3A. 
Non-Wetland Water 3B 

NWW-3B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area, directly west of what remains of the former poultry sheds (Figure 5A). NWW-3B is a 
tributary to NWW-3 that likely resulted from runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast 
corner of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based 
on a review of historic aerials and field observations, NWW-3B appeared to previously convey 
surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations within the review area (Appendix D). 
Specifically, NWW-3B is an approximately 1,273-linear foot feature that originates just west of the 
western extent of Erosional Feature (EF-) 8 (see Erosional Features 1 – 8 below), then travels 
approximately 393 linear feet before converging with NWW-3B1 (see Non-Wetland Water 3B1 
below), then continues another 880 linear feet before converging with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 3 above).  
ODP 5 (see Non-Wetland Water 3A above) provides representative data for the OHWM in NWW-
3B given similar conditiosn wihtin the two features. WDP 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above) 
provides representative wetland delineation data in NWW-3B. Based on the data collected, the 
estimated OHWM measured approximately four feet wide throughout the extent of NWW-3B. 

Non-Wetland Water 3B1 
NWW-3B1 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
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review area and is a tributary to NWW-3B (Figure 5A). NWW-3B1 likely also resulted from runoff 
from former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based on a review of historic aerials and field observations, 
NWW-3B1 appeared to previously convey surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations 
within the review area. Specifically, NWW-3B1 is an approximately 409-linear foot feature that 
originates at the western extent of S-5 (see Swales 1 – 5 below), then drains south/southwest as it 
gradually widens before converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B above). 
Data collected at ODP 5 (see Non-Wetland Water 3A above) represents of the OHWM observed 
within NWW-3B1. WDP 3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3 above) also provides wetland delineation 
data in NWW-3B1. Based on the data collected, the estimated OHWM ranged from approximately 
one foot to four feet wide. 

6.3 CDFW Streambed and Associated Riparian and Wetland 
Habitats 

As outlined in Section 6.1, RBC collected data at three representative WDPs within the review area 
to determine the presence or absence of potential CDFW-jurisdictional wetlands (Figure 5B; 
Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as CDFW-jurisdictional wetlands based on the data collected during the field 
delineation.  
Figure 5B displays the estimated extent of streambed, delineated based on the top of the channel 
banks, and associated riparian habitat within the review area; Table 7 provides additional details. 
Non-Wetland Water 1: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-1 is a heavily vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the far western portion 
of the review area (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-1 is an approximately 175-linear foot feature 
ranging from approximately nine feet to 21 feet wide from bank to bank, within an area of non-
native grassland, the upstream extent of which appeared severly incised and erosional. After 
approximately 145 linear feet, NWW-1 converges with NWW-1A (see Non-Wetland Water 1A: 
Vegetated Streambed below) before continuing off site and downstream, and exhibiting a more 
defined bed and bank with established vegetation along the banks. The streambed and earthen 
banks are generally dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome 
(NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 1A: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-1A is a heavily vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs withn the far western portion 
of the review area and is a tributary of NWW-1 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-1A is an 
approximately 156-linear foot feature ranging from approximately eight feet to 30 feet wide from 
bank to bank, within an area of non-native grassland that, similar to NWW-1, originates as a 
severely incised and erosional feature. The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated 
by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and 
shortpod mustard (NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that travels through the western portion of the 
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review area, south of NWW-1 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2 is an approximately 1,018-linear 
foot feature ranging from approximately 15 feet to 60 feet wide from bank to bank, within an area 
of non-native grassland that initiates just west of B-4 (see Basin 4 below). After approximately 200 
linear feet, NWW-2 converges with NWW-2A (see Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed 
below), then continues approximately 90 linear feet before converging with NWW-2B (see Non-
Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed below), and travels an additional 70 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-2C (see Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed below). After 
converging with NWW-2C, NWW-2 flows west approximately 658 linear feet before continuing off 
site and downstream. The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated by non-native 
grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod 
mustard (NL/UPL). 

Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). NWW-2A likely resulted from runoff from the 
former agricultural operations, based on field observations and a review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-2A displays a faint streambed measuring approximately one foot 
to two feet wide from bank to bank, and flows for approximately 168 linear feet through a small 
area dominated by mulefat and non-native grasses before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-
Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are generally 
dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome 
(NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat 
Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-2A streambed includes 
mulefat scrub (Figure 5B). 
Non-Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2B is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2B ranges from 
approximately nine feet to 49 feet wide from bank to bank and travels for approximately 175 linear 
feet through an area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see Non-Wetland 
Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are generally dominated 
by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and 
shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC). 

Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-2C is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-2 (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-2C ranges from 
approximately 20 feet to 47 feet wide from bank to bank and flows northwest for approximately 
109 linear feet through a small area of non-native grassland before converging with NWW-2 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed and earthen banks are 
generally dominated by non-native grassland plant species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false 
brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), as well as mulefat (FAC).  
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Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-3 is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that flows through the southern portion of the 
review area (Figure 5B). Specifically, NWW-3 is an approximately 2,710-linear foot that ranges from 
approximately 12 feet to 140 feet wide from bank to bank. NWW-3 enters the southern boundary 
of the review area then immediately drains through two culvert outlets under Brookside Avenue. 
After exiting the culverts, NWW-3 travels northwest for approximately 600 linear feet through an 
area of non-native grassland, before converging with NWW-3A (see Non-Wetland Water 3A 
below). NWW-3 then continues northwest for approximately 1,740 linear feet through areas of non-
native grassland, mulefat scrub, blue elderberry stands, and non-native riparian, until converging 
with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed below). After converging with 
NWW-3B, NWW-3 flows west approximately 370 linear feet before continuing off site and 
downstream. The streambed is generally dominated by dominated by non-native grassland plant 
species such as ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), and 
horehound (Marrubium vulgare; FACU). 

Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat 
Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3 streambed includes 
mulefat scrub, non-native riparian (dominated by tree of heaven [FACU]), and blue elderberry 
stands (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Vegetated Streambed 
NWW-3A is a vegetated, earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the southern portion of the 
review area, east of NWW-3, and is a tributary to NWW-3 (Figure 5B). NWW-3A likely resulted from 
runoff from former agricultural fields within the northeast corner of the review area and adjacent 
fields to the east of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). 
Furthermore, NWW-3A appeared to have previously convey surface flows/runoff downslope from 
the former farming operations within the review area, based on its location just south of the former 
poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Specifically, NWW-3A is an 
approximately 1,290-linear foot feature ranging from approximately six feet to 65 feet wide from 
bank to bank that originates at the western extent of S-1 (see Swales 1 – 5 below) and eventually 
flows into NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed is 
generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), shortpod mustard (NL/UPL), 
and horehound (FACU). 
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat 

Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3A streambed includes 
blue elderbery stands (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-3B is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area, directly west of what remains of the former poultry sheds (Figure 5B). NWW-3B is a 
tributary to NWW-3 that likely resulted from runoff from former agricultural fields in the northeast 
corner of the review area, based on a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based 
on a review of historic aerials and field observations, NWW-3B appeared to previously convey 
surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations within the review area. Specifically, NWW-
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3B is an approximately 1,273-linear foot feature ranging from approximately 20 feet to 70 feet wide 
from bank to bank that originates just west of the western extent of EF-8 (see Erosional Features 1 
– 8 below), then flows west approximately 393 linear feet before converging with NWW-3B1 (see 
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed below), then travels another 880 linear feet before 
converging with NWW-3 (see Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed above). The streambed 
is generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod mustard 
(NL/UPL). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat 

Riparian habitat observed as directly associated with the delineated NWW-3B streambed includes 
mulefat scrub (Figure 5B).  
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed 

NWW-3B1 is a vegetated earthen-bottom drainage that occurs within the western portion of the 
review area and is a tributary to NWW-3B (Figure 5B). NWW-3B1 likely resulted from runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based on a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, based on a review of historic aerials and field observations, 
NWW-3B1 appeared to previously convey surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations 
within the review area. Specifically, NWW-3B1 is an approximately 409-linear foot feature ranging 
from approximately five feet to 30 feet wide from bank to bank that originates at the western extent 
of S-5 (see Swales 1 – 5 below), then continues south/southwest as it gradually widens before 
converging with NWW-3B (see Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed above). The 
streambed is generally dominated by ripgut brome (NL/UPL), false brome (NL/UPL), and shortpod 
mustard (NL/UPL). 

6.4 RWQCB Wetland Waters of the State 

As outlined in Section 6.1, RBC collected data at three representative WDPs within the review area 
to determine the presence or absence of jurisdictional wetland waters of the State (Figure 5C; 
Appendix E). The delineated aquatic features on site did not meet the appropriate wetland 
parameters to qualify as wetland waters of the State based on the data collected during the field 
delineation. 

6.5 RWQCB Non-Wetland Waters of the State 

Field staff identified the lateral limits of potential non-wetland waters of the State using the same 
methods for determining an OHWM per the Corps as described in Section 3.2.1. as they have 
generally been considered coincident; however, based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB 
provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the RWQCB has 
asserted jurisdiction beyond the limits of the OHWM to include those areas considered 
jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian 
habitat). As such, RWQCB non-wetland boundaries are the same boundaries defined as CDFW-
jurisdictional streambed and associated riparian habitat for the review area. 

Figure 5C displays the estimated extent of RWQCB non-wetland waters within the review area; 
Table 8 provides additional details. 
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Non-Wetland Water 1: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-1 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-1 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 1: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 1A: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-1A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-1A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 1A: Vegetated Streambed). 

Non-Wetland Water 2: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2A: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-2A as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2A: Riparian Habitat). 

Non-Wetland Water 2B: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2B are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2B 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2B: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 2C: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-2C are the same boundaries defined for NWW-2C 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 2C: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3: Vegetated Streambed). 

Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3 as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3: Riparian Habitat).  



BEAUMONT SUMMIT STATION AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORT 
 

ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING               

  
 

22 

Non-Wetland Water 3A: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3A are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3A 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3A: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3A as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3A: Riparian Habitat). 

Non-Wetland Water 3B: Non-Wetland Water 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3B are the same boundaries defined for NWW-3B 
described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B: Vegetated Streambed). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat 
Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction over riparian habitat observed as directly associated with 
NWW-3B as described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B: Riparian Habitat). 
Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Non-Wetland Water 

Based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, 
the RWQCB non-wetland boundaries of NWW-3B1 are the same boundaries defined for NWW-
3B1 described in Section 6.3 above (Non-Wetland Water 3B1: Vegetated Streambed). 

6.6 Other Features 

Field staff further investigated several areas with potential aquatic resource indicators, including 
basins, swales, erosional features, and an abandoned ditch as described below. Additionally, ODP 
1 was taken within a lower topographic area between two gentle slopes (Figures 5A to 5C; 
Appendix E, ODP 1). This lower topographic area and other similar areas within the review area 
(See Appendix G, Photos 2, 3, 5, and 6) did not display an OHWM or exhibit bed and bank 
indicators, and did not appear to convey surface flows. As discussed in Section 4, the review area 
has been heavily manipulated and disturbed since at least 1938 based on review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D); many of the features discussed below are expected to be a result of the consistent 
manipulation of the review area. 

Furthermore, the features discussed in this section are not discussed further in this ARDR as they 
are not anticipated to be jurisdictional under the Corps, RWQCB, or CDFW regulations, policy, 
and/or guidance based on the information provided in this section. An approved jurisdictional 
determination (AJD) can be provided under separate cover if required to confirm the features 
discussed below are not waters of the U.S.  
Swales 1 – 5 

Five swales (S-1 through S-5; Figures 5A to 5C) were observed during the field delineation that did 
not display an observable OHWM, bed and bank, or other evidence of conveying regular flows on 
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site. These disturbed swale features also did not appear to convey flows to downstream aquatic 
resources via observed flow patterns, culverts, or other flow paths. A summary of the observed 
swales are provided below. 
S-1 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern corner of the review area that 
eventually converges with NWW-3A at its western extent. S-1 did not display an observable 
OHWM or bed and bank and instead appeared to convey surface flows from EF-4, which 
historically conveyed runoff from former agricultural fields in the neighboring properties east of the 
review area (Appendix D). ODP 6, taken in an area of non-native grassland, did not show evidence 
of a break in slope or a defined bed and bank between the swale and adjacent uplands. 
Additionally, ODP 6 did not contain a change in sediment texture, change in vegetation species or 
cover, or any other OHWM indicators between the swale and the adjacent upland area (Figures 5A 
to 5C; Appendix E, ODP 6). Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined 
bed and bank. 
S-2 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern portion of the review area, north 
of S-1, that converges with NWW-3A at its western extent. S-2 likely resulted from runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the northeast corner of the review area, based on a review of historic 
aerials (Appendix D). Furthermore, S-2 appeared to have previously conveyed surface flows/runoff 
from the former farming operations within the review area based on its location just south of the 
former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). The conditions 
and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of the conditions and vegetation 
observed at S-2. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined bed and 
bank. 
S-3 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the southeastern portion of the review area, west 
of S-1 and S-2, that converges with NWW-3A at its southern extent. S-3 appeared to have 
previously conveyed surface flows/runoff downslope from the former farming operations, based on 
its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials 
(Appendix D). The conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of 
the conditions and vegetation observed at S-3. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an 
OHWM or defined bed and bank. 

S-4 is a slightly concave drainage area located in the central portion of the review area, east of 
NWW-3B, that converges with EF-6 at its western extent. S-4 appeared to have previously 
conveyed surface flows/runoff from the former farming operations, based on its location just south 
of the former locations of the poultry sheds and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D). The 
conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and representative of the conditions and 
vegetation observed at S-4. Thus, this swale was determined to not have an OHWM or defined 
bed and bank. 
S-5 is a concave drainage area located in the central portion of the review area, just west of Ditch 
(D-) 1 (see Ditch 1 below), that converges with NWW-3B1 at its western extent. S-5 appeared to 
have previously conveyed surface flows/runoff from an abandoned ditch (D-1) associated with the 
former agricultural operations. The conditions and vegetation observed at S-1 were similar to and 
representative of the conditions and vegetation observed at S-5. Thus, this swale was determined 
to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
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Basins 1 – 5 
Five basins (B-1 through B-5; Figures 5A to 5C) that occur within the western portion of the review 
area did not display an observable OHWM or bed and bank and instead displayed cracked soils 
and some concavity within the otherwise flat landscape indicative of a basin. As discussed 
previously in Section 4, the former poultry farm developed B-1 through B-5 for use as settling 
basins to hold manure from chicken, pigs, and cows. Four additional areas were investigated as 
potential basins, based on the appearance of ponding water and/or possible concavity during a 
review of recent and historic aerials (Appendix D). These areas (see Appendix G, Photos 16, 37, 
44, 45, and 46) were determined to not qualify as basins, based on a lack of cracked soils and 
concavity.  
Wetland delineation data was collected within B-4 within a small stand of mulefat (FAC) to confirm 
the presence or absence of wetland parameters. WDP 1 met the wetland hydrology parameter 
based on the presence of surface soil cracks; however, WDP 1 did not meet the hydrophytic 
vegetation or hydric soil parameters (Figures 5A to 5C; Appendix E, WDP 1). WDP 1 was 
representative of the wetland conditions for B-1, B-2, B-3, and B-5.  
Erosional Features 1 – 8 
Eight erosional features (EF-1 through EF-8; Figures 5A to 5C) were observed during the field 
delineation that did not display an observable OHWM or defined bed and bank, and were severely 
incised. A summary of the observed erosional features are provided below. 
EF-1 is an incised erosional feature located in the northwestern corner of the review area. EF-1 
abruptly starts and stops within the otherwise flat landscape. EF-1 exhibited a slight break in slope, 
but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species 
or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not 
have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
EF-2 and EF-3 are deeply incised gullies/erosional features located south of EF-1, in the 
northwestern portion of the review area. Similar to EF-1, EF-2 and EF-3 also abruptly start and 
stop within the review area. ODP 2, taken in an area of non-native grassland within EF-2, exhibited 
a slight break in bank slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, 
change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM indicators (Figures 5A to 5C; Appendix 
E, ODP 2). The conditions and vegetation observed at EF-2 were similar to and representative of 
the conditions and vegetation observed at EF-3. Thus, these erosional features wer determined to 
not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation 
within the gullies and the abrupt stop to the features, EF-2 and EF-3 appear to no longer receive 
flows and do not convey flows downstream. 
EF-4 is a gully/erosional feature located in the southeastern corner of the review area. EF-4 
appears to initiate just to the east of the review area and appeared to previously convey runoff from 
former agricultural fields in the neighboring properties east of the review area (Appendix D). EF-4 
continues for a short distance before dissipating and becoming swale-like (see Swales 1 – 5 
above). EF-4 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. 
Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. 
Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-4 and the quick transition into S-1, EF-
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4 appears to no longer receive flows or receive flows very infrequently, and does not convey flows 
downstream. 

EF-5 is a slightly incised erosional feature located in the southeastern portion of the review area. 
EF-5 appears to have conveyed runoff downslope from the previous poultry farm operations, due 
to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds. EF-5 exhibited a slight break 
in slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation 
species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined 
to not have an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation 
within EF-5, EF-5 appears to no longer receive flows. 
EF-6 is a sharply incised gully/erosional feature located in the central portion of the review area, 
just west of S-4 (see Swales 1 – 5 above). EF-6 appears to have conveyed runoff from the previous 
poultry farm operations, due to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds 
and the presence of a black pipe where EF-6 initiates, that is assumed to have outletted discharge 
from the former farming operations. EF-6 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did not exhibit a 
distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other 
other OHWM indicators. Thus, this erosional feature was determined to not have an OHWM or 
defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-6, EF-6 appears 
to no longer receive flows and does not convey flows downstream into NWW-3B.   
EF-7 is a gully/erosional feature located in the central portion of the review area, just south of EF-6, 
that connects to EF-8. Similar to EF-6, EF-7 appears to have conveyed runoff from the previous 
poultry farm operations, due to its location just south of the former locations of the poultry sheds 
and the presence of a black pipe where EF-7 initiates, that is assumed to have outletted discharge 
from the former farming operations. It appeared that EF-7 previously discharged into EF-8, which 
was a slightly less incised erosional feature. EF-7 and EF-8 exhibited a slight break in slope, but did 
not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, 
or any other other OHWM indicators. Thus, these erosional features were determined to not have 
an OHWM or defined bed and bank. Additionally, based on the established vegetation within EF-7 
and EF-8, these erosional features appear to no longer receive flows and do not convey flows 
downstream into NWW-3B.   

Ditch 1 
D-1 (Figures 5A to 5C) is an earthen-bottom ditch that is located in the center of the review area, 
within the former locations of the poultry sheds. D-1, which is located within an area of non-native 
grassland, appears to have initiated as runoff from underneath a concrete slab associated with the 
poultry sheds, then continues west before traveling through a culverted pipe and becoming more 
incised at several points before abruptly terminating (see Appendix G, Photo 40). Based on the 
established vegetation and a review of historic aerials (Appendix D), D-1 is an abandoned ditch that 
was created between May 2002 and June 2003 to convey runoff away from the poultry sheds. D-1 
displayed a break in bank slope but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment 
texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other other OHWM indicators. Vegetation 
within the ditch was well established and contained some refuse from the former agricultural 
operations, indicating that this ditch likely no longer receives flows and does not convey flows 
downstream into NWW-3B1.  
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7 Deviation from NWI and NHD 
The delineated extent of NWW-3 generally occurs within the area mapped by the USFWS NWI as 
“Riverine” and the area mapped by the NRCS NHD as an ephemeral “Stream/River” in the 
southern portion of the review area. However, although the NWI designates this aquatic resource 
as intermittent (R4), based on field observations in April and June 2021, NWW-3 is expected to 
convey ephemeral flows (i.e., only in direct response to precipitation). The delineated extent of 
NWW-2 generally occurs within the area mapped by the NRCS NHD as an ephemeral 
“Stream/River” in the western portion of the review area. The delineated extent of B-1, B-2, B-3, B-
4, and B-5 generally occur within five of the areas mapped by the NRCS NHD as “Reservoir”; two 
additional areas mapped by the NRCS NHD as “Reservoir” were inspected but were determined to 
not qualify as reservoirs based on a lack of cracked soils and concavity (see Basins 1 – 5 above). 
USGS NHD and USFWS NWI do not map any additional aquatic resources within the review area.   

8 Results and Conclusions 
The results provided in this section include the extent of delineated aquatic resources within the 
review area based on observed field indicators of potential waters of the U.S., waters of the State, 
and CDFW streambed and associated wetland and/or riparian habitat per the methodologies 
discussed in Section 3.  
This section, however, does not analyze the Corps’ jurisdictional status of the delineated features 
per the current regulations, guidance, and standard operating procedures. A jurisdictional analysis 
for an AJD, along with the applicable JD request forms, will be provided under separate cover to 
the Corps. 

8.1 Corps 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 displayed clear indicators of an OHWM, such as a break in bank slope, change in 
average sediment texture, and change in vegetation species and cover between the drainage and 
adjacent uplands (Figure 5A). However, these features did not meet the three wetland parameters.  
As such, NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-
3B, and NWW-3B1 may be considered non-wetland waters of the U.S. given the presence of an 
OHWM. Approximately 0.83 acre (7,483 linear feet) of potential non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
associated with NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, 
NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 6 and as 
shown on Figure 5A. The ORM Bulk Upload Aquatic Resources or Consolidated Excel spreadsheet 
is included as Appendix I.   
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Table 6. Aquatic Resource Summary: Corps 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Cowardin 

Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet) 

Observed 
OHWM 

Indicators1 

Observed 
Wetland 

Parameters2 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation3 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet 

NWW-1 R6 4 – 6 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-1A4 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2  
33.965908,   

-117.025153 0.02 175 

NWW-1A R6 6 – 6 CVC, BBS None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.966006,  

-117.025084 0.02 156 

NWW-2 R6 3 – 4 CVC, BBS None Yes/No 
 Non-native 

Grassland; See 
WDP 2 

33.964929,  
-117.023925 0.09 1,018 

NWW-2A R6 1 – 2 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.964977,  

-117.022656 <0.01 168 

NWW-2B R6 3 – 3 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.965185,   

-117.022994 0.01 175 

NWW-2C R6 3 – 3 
CVC, BBS; 

see  
NWW-24 

None; see 
NWW-25 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.964845,   

-117.023224 0.01 109 

NWW-3 R6 4 – 8 
CAST, 

CVS, CVC, 
BBS 

HV Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 
See WDP 3 

33.962391,   
-117.021747 0.39 2,710 

NWW-3A R6 3 – 6 CAST, 
CVS, BBS 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.962760,   

-117.018132 0.15 1,290 

NWW-3B R6 4 – 4 
CAST, 

CVS, BBS; 
see  

NWW-3A4 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.963540,   

-117.022834 0.12 1,273 

NWW-
3B1 R6 1 – 4 

CAST, 
CVS, BBS; 

see  
NWW-3A4 

HV; see 
NWW-35 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; See 

WDP 2 
33.964055,   

-117.021934 0.03 409 

Total6 0.83 7,483 
1 OHWM Indicators: CAST = Change in average sediment texture; CVS = Change in vegetation species; CVC = Change in 
vegetation cover; BBS = Break in bank slope 
2 Wetland Indicators: HV = Hydrophytic vegetation 
3 See Figure 6 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
4 Based on a representative ODP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
5 Based on a representative WDP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
6 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 
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8.2 CDFW 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 qualify as CDFW streambed with associated riparian habitat.  

Approximately 8.00 acres (7,483 linear feet) of vegetated streambed and 1.01 acres of associated 
riparian habitat occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 7 and as shown on Figure 
5B. 

Table 7. Aquatic Resource Summary: CDFW  

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Aquatic 

Resource Type 
Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) 

Acre(s) Linear 
Feet2 

NWW-1 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 9 – 21 

33.965912,  
-117.025153 0.06 

175 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak 33.965905,  

-117.025193 0.01 

NWW-1A Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 8 – 30 33.966014,  

-117.025085 0.07 156 

NWW-2 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 15 – 60 

33.964951,  
-117.023674 0.71 

1,018 
Torrey’s Scrub Oak 33.964834,  

-117.024985 0.12 

NWW-2A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 1 – 2 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 <0.01 

168 
Mulefat Scrub 33.964970,      

-117.022752 <0.01 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 33.964966,  
-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 9 – 49 33.964825,  

-117.023223 0.08 175 

NWW-2C Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 20 – 47 33.962269,  

-117.020283 0.07 109 

NWW-3 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

12 – 140 

33.962377,  
-117.022101 2.37 

2,710 

Mulefat Scrub 33.962547,  
-117.021943 1.05 

Eucalyptus 
Woodland 

33.963045,  
-117.023804 0.07 

Non-native Riparian 33.961260,  
-117.018464 1.02 

Blue Elderberry 33.963695,  
-117.025272 0.11 

Riversidean Sage 
Scrub 

33.962362, 
-117.019172 0.03 

Riparian Habitat3 
Mulefat Scrub 

N/A 

33.962322,  
-117.022037 0.03 

– 
Non-native Riparian 33.962170,  

-117.020330 0.69 
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Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 
Aquatic 

Resource Type 
Vegetation 
Community 

Width 
Range1 
(Feet) 

Location 
(lat, long) 

Acre(s) Linear 
Feet2 

Blue Elderberry 33.961528,  
-117.018718 0.04 

NWW-3A 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 6 – 65 

33.963610,  
-117.020925 0.87 

1,290 
Blue Elderberry 33.962783,  

-117.018163 0.14 

Riparian Habitat3 Blue Elderberry N/A 33.962425,  
-117.019001 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 

20 – 70 

33.963566,  
-117.022903 0.36 

1,273 Mulefat Scrub 33.963562,  
-117.023254 0.61 

Riversidean Sage 
Scrub 

33.963522,  
-117.022922 0.07 

Riparian Habitat3 Mulefat Scrub N/A 33.963617,  
-117.022422 0.21 – 

NWW-3B1 Vegetated 
Streambed 

Non-native 
Grassland 5 – 30 33.964098,  

-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total4 9.01 7,483 
1 Corresponds with the approximate stream bank widths observed during delineation. Width range accounts for entirety of 
streambed delineated, not individual vegetation communities. 
2 Linear feet not calculated for individual aquatic resource type and vegetation community (including riparian habitat that 
occurs outside of delineated streambed) to avoid redundant linear foot calculation where such areas overlap. 
3 Occurs outside of delineated streambed. 
4 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) 
and thus the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

8.3 RWQCB 

NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1 displayed clear indicators of an OHWM, such as a break in bank slope, change in 
average sediment texture, and change in vegetation species and cover between the drainage and 
adjacent uplands (Appendix E). However, based on comments the Santa Ana RWQCB provided 
on the Draft EIR for the proposed project (Santa Ana RWQCB 2022), the RWQCB has asserted 
jurisdiction beyond the limits of the OHWM to include those areas considered jurisdictional by 
CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). As such, 
NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2A, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and 
NWW-3B1, to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat, may be 
considered waters of the State (Figure 5C). These features did not meet the three wetland 
parameters.  

Approximately 8.00 acres (7,483 linear feet) of potential non-wetland waters of the State and 1.01 
acres of associated riparian habitat occur within the review area, as further detailed in Table 8 and 
as shown on Figure 5C.  
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Table 8. Aquatic Resource Summary: RWQCB 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Name 

Aquatic 
Resource 

Type1 

Cowardin 
Code 

Active 
Channel 
Width 
Range 
(Feet)2 

Observed 
Wetland 

Parameters3 

Presence 
of 

OHWM/ 
Wetland 

Dominant 
Vegetation4 

Location 
(lat, long) Acre(s) Linear 

Feet5 

NWW-1 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 9 – 21 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.965911, 
-117.025160 0.07 175 

NWW-1A 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 8 – 30 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.966014,  
-117.025085 0.07 156 

NWW-2 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 15 – 60 None Yes/No 
 Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964934,  
-117.023860 0.82 1,018 

NWW-2A 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 1 – 2 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.964970,  

-117.022603 <0.01 168 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Mulefat Scrub 33.964966,  

-117.022542 0.03 – 

NWW-2B 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 9 – 49 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.965173,  
-117.023011 0.08 175 

NWW-2C 
Non-

Wetland 
Water 

R6 20 – 47 None; see 
NWW-26 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964825,  
-117.023223 0.07 109 

NWW-3 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 12 – 
140 HV Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 3 

33.962631,  
-117.022409 4.66 2,710 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Non-native 

Riparian 
33.962302,  

-117.0218138 0.76 – 

NWW-3A 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 6 – 65 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.962732,  
-117.018281 1.01 1,290 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Blue 

Elderberry 
33.962362,  

-117.019172 0.01 – 

NWW-3B 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 20 – 70 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No Mulefat Scrub; 

See WDP 3 
33.963595,  

-117.022740 1.04 1,273 

Riparian 
Habitat7 RP N/A None No/No Mulefat Scrub 33.963610,  

-117.020925 0.21 – 

NWW-
3B1 

Non-
Wetland 
Water 

R6 5 – 30 HV; see 
NWW-36 Yes/No 

Non-native 
Grassland; 
See WDP 2 

33.964098,  
-117.021923 0.18 409 

Total9 9.01 7,483 
1 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the RWQCB has asserted jurisdiction beyond the OHWM to include 
those areas considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and including associated riparian habitat). 
2 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, the widths of RWQCB-jurisdictional non-wetland waters correspond 
with the approximate CDFW stream bank widths observed during delineation (i.e., to the top of the channel banks). 
3 Wetland Indicators: HV = Hydrophytic vegetation 
4 See Figure 6 for all vegetation communities present within each aquatic resource. 
5 Linear feet not calculated for riparian habitat that occurs outside of non-wetland waters to avoid redundant linear foot calculation 
where such areas overlap. 
6 Based on a representative WDP taken within an aquatic resource with similar conditions. 
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7 Based on comments provided by the Santa Ana RWQCB, RWQCB jurisdiction extends beyond the OHWM to include those areas 
considered jurisdictional by CDFW (i.e., to the top of the channel banks and associated riparian habitat). This riparian habitat 
occurs outside of the delineated non-wetland water (i.e., the top of channel banks). 
8 Representative coordinates of riparian habitat associated with NWW-3. See Figure 5C for all riparian habitat associated with 
NWW-3. 
9 Acreages and linear feet totals were summed using raw numbers provided during GIS analysis (available upon request) and thus 
the sum of the total rounded numbers may not directly add up in this table. 

8.4 Disclaimer Statement 

The aquatic resources acreages and linear feet estimated in this section represent the existing 
conditions during the time of the field surveys. Please note that the applicable agencies will make 
final jurisdictional determinations. RBC recommends early coordination with the resource agencies 
to determine the final jurisdictional boundaries, applicable permitting processes, compensatory 
mitigation requirements, and other potential permitting issues specific to the proposed work within 
the review area. Agency representatives may request to access the site to field-verify the results of 
this ARDR with the applicant, or a designated representative.  

The information provided in this report should remain valid for up to five years from the date of the 
field effort for the jurisdictional delineation unless site conditions change substantially, or a 
regulatory agency requires an updated report.  

9 Contact Information 
Applicant/Land Owner: 

Andrew Greybar 

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC 

5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108 

Phoenix, AZ  85018 

andrew.greybar@eqtexeter.com 

708-341-9821 
Agent: 

Shanti Santulli 

Rocks Biological Consulting 

4312 Rialto Street 

San Diego, CA 92107 

shanti@rocksbio.com  

619-674-8067 
Agency access to the review area can be coordinated with the applicant and/or agent upon 
request.  
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APPENDIX A. Checklist: Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation 
Reports, Los Angeles District Regulatory Division, USACE, March 16, 2017  

REPORT SECTION/ 
PAGE NUMBER MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ACCEPTANCE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES DELINEATION REPORTS ADDITIONAL 

NOTES 

Section 1; Appendix 
B 

1. JD REQUEST AND FORMS: þ A cover letter indicating whether you are requesting a jurisdictional 
determination (JD)*. þ If you are requesting a JD, you must complete, sign, and return the Request for Corps 
Jurisdictional Determination (JD) sheet. þ For preliminary jurisdictional determinations the Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Determination Form must be signed and submitted. 

 

Section 9 2. CONTACT INFORMATION: Contact information for the þ applicant(s), þ property owner(s), and þ agent(s).  

N/A 

3. SITE ACCESS: If the property owner or their representatives will not accompany the Corps to the site, a signed 
statement from the property owner(s) allowing Corps personnel to enter the property and to collect samples 
during normal business hours. If the property lacks direct access by public roads (in other words, access requires 
passage through private property not owned by the applicant), the owner or proponent must obtain permission 
from the adjacent property owner(s) to provide access for Corps personnel. 

Property owner 
and/or 
representatives 
will accompany 
the Corps for a 
site visit upon 
request. 

Section 2.1 4. LOCATION: þ Directions to the survey area, ¨ an address (if available) and þ one or more set of geographic 
coordinates expressed in decimal degrees.  

Section 3.2.1 

5. DELINEATION MANUAL CONFIRMATION: þ A statement confirming the delineation has been conducted in 
accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and applicable regional 
supplement(s). þ The regional supplement(s) used must be identified. þ For OHWM delineations, a statement 
must be included confirming the use of the OHWM field guide or that it is not applicable. 

 

Section 6 

6. AQUATIC RESOURCE(S) DESCRIPTION: þ A narrative describing all aquatic resources on-site and an 
explanation of the mapped boundaries and any complex transition zones. þ If the site contains resources that 
only meet one or two of the three wetland criteria or do not exhibit a clear OHWM, describe the rationale for their 
inclusion or exclusion from the delineation. þ Also explain if any erosional features, upland swales, ditches and 
other potential aquatic features were considered but not included in the delineation. 

 

Figures 1 and 5A; 
Section 6; Table 6 

7. AQUATIC RESOURCE MAPPING AND ACREAGE: þ Map of the outside survey boundary, þ total extent of 
aquatic and proposed non-aquatic features, þ type of feature(s) (waters of the United States or wetland), and 
include þ the total acreage for each polygon. 

 

Section 3.2; Table 1  8. FIELD WORK DATES: þ Date(s) field work was completed.  

Table 6 

9. AQUATIC RESOURCE TABLE: A table listing all aquatic resources. The table must include þ the name of each 
aquatic resource (actual or arbitrary), þ its Cowardin type, þ acreage, þ summary of OHWM/wetland presence, 
þ dominant vegetation for each, and þ location (latitude/longitude in decimal degrees). þ For linear features, the 
table must show both acreage and linear feet as well as channel measurements (active channel width). 

 

Section 4; Tables 1, 
4, and 5; 
Appendices F and G 

10. FIELD CONDITIONS: A description of existing field conditions, including þ current land use, þ normal 
conditions, þ flood/drought conditions, ¨ irrigation practices, þ past or recent manipulation to the site, and ¨ 
characteristics considered atypical (for criteria see OHWM and wetland supplement guides). þ Include WETS 
tables or pre-site visit precipitation data as appropriate: https://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/climate/wets_doc.html.* 

N/A for 
unchecked; APT 
data provided in 



 

 

lieu of WETS 
tables 

Section 4.2 
11. HYDROLOGY: þ A discussion of the hydrology at the site, including þ all known surface or subsurface 
sources, þ drainage gradients, þ downstream connections to the nearest traditional navigable waterway or 
interstate water, and þ any influence from manmade water sources such as irrigation. 

 

N/A 12. REMOTE SENSING: ¨ If remote sensing was used in the delineation, provide an explanation of how it was 
used and include the name, date and source of the tools and data used and copies of the maps/photographs. N/A 

Section 4.1; Table 2; 
Figure 4; Appendix G 

13. SOILS: þ Soil descriptions, þ soil map(s), þ soil photos, and þ a discussion of hydric soils (for wetland 
delineations only).  

Figure 2 
14. USGS QUADRANGLE: þ A site location map on a 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle. The map must provide þ 
the name of the USGS quadrangle, þ Section, þ Township, þ Range, and þ the latitude and longitude in 
decimal degree format. 

 

Appendix I 15. BULK UPLOAD FORM: þ For sites with 3 or more separate aquatic features a completed copy of the ORM 
Bulk Upload Aquatic Resources or Consolidated Excel spreadsheet must be submitted.  

Figure 5 series 16. FIGURES: þ Map(s) of all delineated aquatic resources in accordance with the Final Map and Drawing 
Standards for the South Pacific Division Regulatory Program.  

Figure 5 series and 
Appendix G 

17. SITE PHOTOGRAPHS: þ Ground photographs showing representative aquatic resource sites (or lack of), þ 
as well as an accompanying map of photo-points and table of photographic information (see Final Map and 
Drawing Standards for the South Pacific Division Regulatory Program item no. 8 a-c). 

 

Appendix E 
18. DATA FORMS: þ Completed data forms including all essential information to make a jurisdictional 
determination [e.g. 2006 Wetland Determination Data Form -- Arid West Supplement; 2010 Arid West Ephemeral 
and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet]. 

 

Section 3 
19. METHODS: þ A description of the methods used to survey the aquatic resource boundaries. þ If GPS data is 
used, the level of accuracy must be included. Ideally, the GPS equipment should have the capability of sub-meter 
(<=1 meter) level horizontal accuracy. 

 

Appendix J 

20. GIS DATA: þ Digital data for the site, aquatic resource boundaries, and data point locations must be 
provided in a geographic information system (GIS) format, preferably either ESRI shapefiles or Geodatabase 
format, but GoogleEarth KMZ or KML files may be acceptable non-complex projects. Each GIS data file must be 
accompanied by a metadata file containing the appropriate geographic coordinate system, projection, datum, 
and labeling description. If GIS data is unavailable or otherwise cannot be produced and the Corps determines a 
site visit is necessary, the aquatic resource boundaries should be physically marked with numbered flags or 
stakes to facilitate verification by the Corps. 
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JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION REQUEST FORMS



South of Cherry Valley Blvd., north of Brookside Ave., and east/northeast of I-10

Beaumont Riverside CA
215.96

30 2 S 1 W
33.965141 -117.019732

✔

✔

✔

Andrew Greybar
Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC
5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108
Phoenix, AZ  85018

708-341-9821
andrew.greybar@eqtexeter.com

Sarah
Sticky Note
Will need signature prior to submittal to the Corps.



Appendix 2 - PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (PJD) FORM 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PJD:  

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PJD: 

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:  

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
(USE THE TABLE BELOW TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE AQUATIC RESOURCES AND/OR 
AQUATIC RESOURCES AT DIFFERENT SITES) 

State: County/parish/borough: City: 

Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):  

Lat.:    Long.:  

Universal Transverse Mercator: 

Name of nearest waterbody: 

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 
Office (Desk) Determination.  Date: 

Field Determination.  Date(s): 

TABLE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES IN REVIEW AREA WHICH “MAY BE” SUBJECT TO REGULATORY 
JURISDICTION. 

Site 
number 

Latitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Longitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Estimated amount 
of aquatic resource 
in review area 
(acreage and linear 
feet, if applicable) 

Type of aquatic 
resource (i.e., wetland 
vs. non-wetland 
waters) 

Geographic authority 
to which the aquatic 
resource “may be” 
subject (i.e., Section 
404 or Section 10/404) 

SEE ATTACHED

Andrew Greybar, Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC 5060 North 40th Street, Suite 108 Phoenix, AZ  85018

Los Angeles District

CA Riverside Beaumont

33.965141 -117.019732
11S 498177.05m E 3758291.07m N 

San Timoteo Wash



1) The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional aquatic resources in
the review area, and the requestor of this PJD is hereby advised of his or her option
to request and obtain an approved JD (AJD) for that review area based on an
informed decision after having discussed the various types of JDs and their
characteristics and circumstances when they may be appropriate.

2) In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or a
Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring “pre-
construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting NWP or
other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an AJD for the
activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware that: (1) the permit applicant has
elected to seek a permit authorization based on a PJD, which does not make an
official determination of jurisdictional aquatic resources; (2) the applicant has the
option to request an AJD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit
authorization, and that basing a permit authorization on an AJD could possibly result
in less compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) the
applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting the terms
and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4) the applicant can
accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply with all the terms and
conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation requirements the Corps has
determined to be necessary; (5) undertaking any activity in reliance upon the subject
permit authorization without requesting an AJD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance
of the use of the PJD; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps permit
authorization based on a PJD constitutes agreement that all aquatic resources in the
review area affected in any way by that activity will be treated as jurisdictional, and
waives any challenge to such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance
or enforcement action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7)
whether the applicant elects to use either an AJD or a PJD, the JD will be processed
as soon as practicable.  Further, an AJD, a proffered individual permit (and all terms
and conditions contained therein), or individual permit denial can be administratively
appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331.  If, during an administrative appeal, it
becomes appropriate to make an official determination whether geographic
jurisdiction exists over aquatic resources in the review area, or to provide an official
delineation of jurisdictional aquatic resources in the review area, the Corps will
provide an AJD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.  This PJD finds
that there “may be” waters of the U.S. and/or that there “may be” navigable waters of
the U.S. on the subject review area, and identifies all aquatic features in the review
area that could be affected by the proposed activity, based on the following
information:



SUPPORTING DATA.  Data reviewed for PJD (check all that apply) 

Checked items should be included in subject file.  Appropriately reference sources 
below where indicated for all checked items: 

Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requestor: 
Map: ___________________________________________________. 

Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requestor. 
Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report. 
Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.  Rationale: ___________________. 

Data sheets prepared by the Corps: _______________________________________________.

Corps navigable waters’ study: ____________________________________________________. 

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas: ___________________________________________. 
USGS NHD data. 
USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps. 

U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: _______________________________. 

Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation: ___________________________. 

National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name: ______________________________________. 

State/local wetland inventory map(s): _______________________________________________. 

FEMA/FIRM maps: ____________________________________________________________. 

100-year Floodplain Elevation is: ________________.(National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929) 
Photographs: Aerial (Name & Date): ___________________________________________. 

or        Other (Name & Date): ____________________________________________. 

Previous determination(s).  File no. and date of response letter: __________________________. 

Other information (please specify): _________________________________________________. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not necessarily 
been verified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for later jurisdictional 
determinations. 

Signature and date of Signature and date of 
Regulatory staff member person requesting PJD 
completing PJD  (REQUIRED, unless obtaining  

 the signature is impracticable)1

1 Districts may establish timeframes for requestor to return signed PJD forms. If the requestor does not respond 
within the established time frame, the district may presume concurrence and no additional follow up is 
necessary prior to finalizing an action.  

2022 ARDR, prepared by Rocks Biological Consulting

2022 ARDR, Figure 2; USGS NHD 2020

USGS 7.5-minute El Casco quad
2022 ARDR, Figure 4; USDA NRCS 2018

2022 ARDR, Figure 4; USFWS NWI 2019

See 2022 ARDR, Figures 1& 5A-C (Maxar, Esri 2020, National Geographic, Esri 2012, Nearmap 2021), Appendix D, Recent and Historic Aerials

See 2022 ARDR Appendix G, Site Photographs

2022 ARDR, prepared by Rocks Biological Consulting



TABLE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES IN REVIEW AREA WHICH “MAY BE” SUBJECT TO 
REGULATORY JURISDICTION. 

Site 
number 

Latitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Longitude 
(decimal 
degrees) 

Estimated 
amount of 
aquatic resource 
in review area 
(acreage and 
linear feet, if 
applicable) 

Type of aquatic 
resources (i.e., 
wetland vs. non-
wetland waters) 

Geographic 
authority to which 
the aquatic 
resource “may 
be” subject (i.e., 
Section 404 or 
Section 10/404) 

NWW-1 33.965908 -117.025153 0.02 ac/175 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-1A 33.966006 -117.025084 0.02 ac/156 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2 33.964929 -117.023925 0.09 ac/1,018 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2A 33.964977 -117.022656 <0.01 ac/168 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2B 33.965185 -117.022994 0.01 ac/175 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-2C 33.964845 -117.023224 0.01 ac/109 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3 33.962391 -117.021747 0.39 ac/2,710 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3A 33.962760 -117.018132 0.15 ac/1,290 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3B 33.963540 -117.022834 0.12 ac/1,273 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
NWW-3B1 33.964055 -117.021934 0.03 ac/409 ln ft Non-wetland waters Section 404 
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APPENDIX C. Applicable Aquatic Resource Protection Regulations  

Several regulations have been established by federal, state, and local agencies to protect and 
conserve aquatic resources. The descriptions below provide a brief overview of agency 
regulations that may be applicable to the project.  
Executive Order 11990 
Executive Order 11990 aims to avoid direct or indirect impacts on wetlands from federal or 
federally approved projects when a practicable alternative is available. If wetland impacts cannot 
be avoided, all practicable measures to minimize harm must be included. 
Clean Water Act 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S. Code [USC] § 1251 et seq.; CWA), the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is authorized to regulate any activity that would result in 
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. (including wetlands), which 
include those waters listed in 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 328.3 (51 Federal Register 
[FR] 41217, November 13, 1986; 53 FR 20764, June 6, 1988) and further defined by the 2001 
Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC; 531 U.S. 
159) decision and the 2006 Rapanos v. United States (547 U.S. 715) decision. The Corps, with 
oversight from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), has the principal authority to 
issue CWA Section 404 permits. The Corps would require a Standard Individual Permit (SIP) for 
more than minimal impacts to waters of the U.S. as determined by the Corps. Projects with 
minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the environment may meet the conditions 
of an existing Nationwide Permit (NWP).  

A Water Quality Certification or waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is required for all 
Section 404 permitted actions. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), a division 
of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), provides oversight of the Section 401 
certification process in California. The RWQCB is required to provide Water Quality Certification 
for licenses or permits that authorize an activity that may result in a discharge from a point 
source into a waters of the U.S. Water Quality Certification authorization “is limited to assuring 
that a discharge from a Federally licensed or permitted activity will comply with water quality 
requirements” (40 CFR 121.3). 
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the permitting program for 
discharge of pollutants into surface waters of the U.S. under Section 402 of the CWA.  
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) provides for 
statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The SWRCB was established as the 
statewide authority and nine separate RWQCBs were developed to oversee water quality on a 
day-to-day basis. The RWQCBs have primary responsibility for protecting water quality in 
California. As discussed above, the RWQCBs regulate discharges to surface waters under the 
CWA. In addition, the RWQCBs are responsible for administering the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act.  

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the state is given authority to 
regulate waters of the State, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including 
saline waters. As such, any person proposing to discharge waste into a water body that could 



 

 

affect its water quality must first file a Report of Waste Discharge if a Section 404 permit is not 
required for the activity. “Waste” is partially defined as any waste substance associated with 
human habitation, including fill material discharged into water bodies.  
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600-1602 
Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates all diversions, obstructions, or 
changes to the natural flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake that supports 
fish or wildlife. A Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration must be submitted to CDFW for 
“any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the 
bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.” CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats 
associated with watercourses and wetland habitats supported by a river, lake, or stream. 
Jurisdictional waters are delineated by the outer edge of riparian vegetation (i.e., drip line) or at 
the top of the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is wider. CDFW jurisdiction does not include 
tidal areas or isolated resources (e.g., riparian or wetland areas not supported by a river, lake, or 
stream). CDFW reviews the proposed actions and, if necessary, submits (to the applicant) a 
proposal that includes measures to protect affected fish and wildlife resources. The final 
proposal that is mutually agreed upon by CDFW and applicant is the Lake or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. 
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Appendix D 
Recent and Historic Aerials Analysis 

Source: Google Earth Pro and University of California – Santa Barbara 

 

 
May 1938 – Agriculture fields are present on the northeast corner of the review area. The review area appears to 
be regularly mowed as distinguishable by the contrast in color between areas of higher elevation and lower 
topographical areas between hill slopes and along drainage features (see northwest corner and southern segment 
of the review area). Non-Wetland Water (NWW)-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the May 
1938 aerial in their current locations. NWW-2, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are also visible on the aerial in their 
current locations; however, each feature extends further east/northeast across the review area. NWW-3A, NWW-
3B, and NWW-3B1 appear to receive runoff from the agriculture fields in the northeast corner of the review area. 
NWW-3A also appears to receive runoff from the agricultural fields east of the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, 
and NWW-2A are not distinguishable in the May 1938 aerial.  
Erosional Feature (EF)-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 is evident and appears to receive some runoff from 
Cherry Valley Boulevard. Some potential inundation or vegetation is visible in the current location of EF-4. The area 
appears to receive runoff from agricultural fields in the adjacent properties east of the review area. EF-5 through 
EF-8 are not yet present. Basin (B)-1 through B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their 
present-day locations is not visible. Swale (S)-1 is evident and more defined on the May 1938 aerial. Some 
potential inundation or vegetation appears in the current extent of S-2 and S-3. Ditch (D)-1, S-4, and S-5 are not 
yet present. 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-3A S-1 

S-2 S-3 
EF-4 

EF-3 

NWW-2 
NWW-2B 

NWW-2C 



Appendix D-2 

 
February 1953 – The agriculture fields were removed from the northeast corner and some structures were 
constructed along the eastern review area boundary between May 1938 and February 1953. The review area 
continues to appear to be regularly mowed (see northern segment and northwest corner of the review area). 
NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the February 1953 aerial in their current locations. 
NWW-2, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are also visible on the aerial in their current locations; however, each feature 
extends further east/northeast across the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, and NWW-2A are not distinguishable in 
the February 1953 aerial.  
EF-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 and EF-4 are evident and visible on the February 1953 aerial. EF-5 through 
EF-8 are not yet present. B-1 through B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their present-
day locations is not visible. S-1 through S-3 are evident and more defined on the February 1953 aerial. D-1, S-4, 
and S-5 are not yet present. 

EF-3 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-2 
NWW-2B 

NWW-2C 

NWW-3A S-1 

S-2 
S-3 

EF-4 



Appendix D-3 

 
February 1976 – Farming operations within the review area began sometime between February 1953 and 
February 1976 with the construction of various poultry sheds in the northeast portion of the review area. Remains 
of these developments, such as the shed concrete foundations, exist to this day. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2C, 
and NWW-3 are visible on the aerial in their current locations. NWW-2B is evident but less distinguishable in the 
February 1976 aerial. The review area continues to appear to be regularly mowed and, along with the initiation of 
farming operations, likely resulted in the significant reduction of the furthermost east/northeast extents of NWW-2, 
NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 between February 1953 and 1976. NWW-2A is not distinguishable in the 
February 1976 aerial.  
EF-1 and EF-2 are not apparent. EF-3 is no longer evident in the February 1976 aerial and was likely mowed 
between February 1953 and 1976. EF-4 is evident while EF-5 through EF-8 are still not yet present. B-1 through 
B-5 are not yet present and evidence of potential ponding in their present-day locations is not visible. S-1 is 
evident in the February 1976 aerial; however, S-1 is becoming less distinguishable. S-2 is no longer present as the 
new farming operations extend into S-2’s previous location. Some evidence of S-3 is visible; however, the feature 
is less defined. D-1, S-4, and S-5 are not yet present. 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-2 

NWW-2B 

NWW-2C 

NWW-3A 

NWW-1 & -1A 

S-1 

S-3 

EF-4 



Appendix D-4 

 
September 1996 – Farming operations within the review area continue to expand between February 1976 and 
September 1996 with the development of more poultry sheds in the center of the review area. Additionally, various 
ponding basins (i.e., B-1 and B-2) were developed within the review area during this time. Remains of these 
developments and site modifications exist to this day. B-1 and B-2 appear to drain runoff into NWW-2 and NWW-
2B. Furthermore, an unnamed basin in the center of the review area drains into NWW-3B. The drainage between 
the unnamed basin and NWW-3B accounts for a portion of present-day NWW-3B and EF-8. NWW-1, NWW-1A, 
NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the aerial in their current locations and extents. NWW-2C is evident but less 
distinguishable in the September 1996 aerial. The review area still appears to be regularly mowed. The expanding 
farming operations contribute to further reduction of NWW-3B and NWW-3B1. NWW-2A is not distinguishable in 
the September 1996 aerial.  
EF-1 through EF-3 are not apparent. EF-4 is still defined and visible. EF-5 is now visible and appears to receive 
runoff from the newly constructed poultry sheds. B-3 through B-5 are not visible/present in September 1996. S-1 
is evident in the September 1996 aerial but appears to be losing further definition. Some evidence of S-3 is visible; 
however, the feature is less distinguishable. D-1, S-4, and S-5 are not visible.  

B-1 & B-2 

EF-4 

S-1 

EF-5 

NWW-3 
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Appendix D-5 

 
 

   
October 2003 – Farming operations within the review area continue to expand between September 1996 and 
October 2003 with the construction of more poultry sheds in the center of the review area. Additionally, more 
ponding basins (i.e., B-3 through B-5 and various other unnamed basins) were developed during this time. 
Remains of these developments and site modifications exist to this day. B-1 and B-2 are still present; however, no 
longer appear to drain runoff into NWW-2 and NWW-2B. Furthermore, NWW-3B no longer appears to receive 
flows from the unnamed basin in the center of the review area. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, 
NWW-3, and NWW-3A are visible on the aerial in their current locations. The expanding farming operations 
continue to contribute to further reductions of NWW-3B and NWW-3B1. By October 2003, NWW-3B and NWW-
3B1 were reduced to their current extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
EF-1 through EF-3 are visible and appear to receive runoff from a new irrigation system within the review area. EF-
4 is evident, and EF-5 still appears to receive runoff from the poultry sheds. S-1 is further indistinguishable and 
appears to likely contain the same characteristics as those observed present-day (i.e., no break in slope or a 
defined bed and bank between the swale and adjacent uplands). S-2 has reemerged and appears to receive 
runoff from farming operation buildings. The expansion of the poultry sheds appears to result in S-4 and EF-6 
becoming slightly apparent and S-5, EF-7, and EF-8 being visible in their current locations and extents. S-3 and 
D-1 are not yet apparent.   
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January 2006 – Various poultry sheds throughout the review area were demolished sometime between October 
2003 and January 2006. The remaining shed concrete foundations visible in the January 2006 aerial exist to this 
day. NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible 
in their current locations and extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 continue to receive 
runoff downslope from the farming operations. S-1 is still only defined by the slight concave topography and lacks 
any other distinguishable features. S-3 has reemerged and is slightly visible in the January 2006 aerial. Active 
farming activities between October 2003 and January 2006 likely resulted in further defining S-4, S-5, and EF-6 
through EF-8. D-1 is now fully evident in the January 2006 aerial. The northernmost poultry sheds appear to 
create downslope runoff which defined and created D-1 between October 2003 and January 2006.  
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EF-6 

NWW-1 & -1A 

EF-1    

EF-2 

EF-3 

NWW-3 

NWW-3B 

NWW-3B1 

NWW-2 
NWW-2B 

NWW-2C NWW-2A 



Appendix D-7 

 
 

   
March 2011 – Based on GoogleEarth aerials, the last remaining poultry sheds throughout the review area were 
removed between January 2006 and August 2006. By March 2011, NWW-1, NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, 
NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible in their current locations and extents. NWW-
2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 are less distinguishable 
in the May 2011 aerial, likely a result from the total removal of farming operations within the review area. S-1 is still 
only apparent by the slight concave topography and lacks any other distinguishable features. The end of farming 
operations also likely contributed to the significant reduction of S-3 between January 2006 and March 2011. S-3 
is only slightly evident near its convergence with NWW-3A. EF-6 through EF-8 and S-4 are also less 
distinguishable in the March 2011 aerial. S-5 and D-1 are still evident in the March 2011 aerial.   
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February 2018 – Based on GoogleEarth aerials, the last remaining farming operation buildings located in the 
northeastern corner were removed between October 2016 and February 2018. By February 2018, NWW-1, 
NWW-1A, NWW-2, NWW-2B, NWW-2C, NWW-3, NWW-3A, NWW-3B, and NWW-3B1 are visible in their current 
locations and extents. NWW-2A is primarily only visible near its convergence with NWW-2. 
B-1 through B5 and EF-1 through EF-4 are visible in their current locations. EF-5 and S-2 are less distinguishable 
in the February 2018 aerial. S-1 is still only defined by the slight concave topography and lacks any other 
distinguishable features. S-3 is still only slightly evident near its convergence with NWW-3A. EF-6 through EF-8 
and S-4 are also less distinguishable. S-5 and D-1 are still evident in the March 2011 aerial. 
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ARID WEST WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORMS AND 
EPHEMERAL AND INTERMITTENT STREAMS OHWM 

DATASHEETS 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 1

Shanti Santulli, Sarah Krejca, Ian Hirschler T2S, R1W, S30 

In basin (constructed) Concave 0-1%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 33.965328 -117.022071 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments None

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

N/A

N/A

10-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 25% Yes FAC

25%
5-foot radius

Hirschfeldia incana 15% Yes NL/UPL

Polygonum aviculare 3% No FAC

Croton setiger 2% No NL/UPL

20%
N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within constructed earthen basin, near three individual mulefat. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic 
conditions/naturally problematic); however, wetland hydrology parameter still met based on presence of surface soil cracks.

80% 0%

1

2

50%

0 0

0 0

28 84

0 0

17 85

45 169

3.76

✔

Sample point taken near three individual mulefat within area mapped as non-native grassland.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 1

0-7 7.5 YR 4/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Clay loam No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

7 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Abandoned farm/stock pond that may still collect water during rains but no other wetland hydrology 
indicators observed beyond soil surface cracks. Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 2

Sarah Krejca, Shanti Santulli T2S, R1W, S30 

In channel Slightly concave 1-3%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 32.964923 -117.023427 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments None

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

10-foot radius

Sambucus nigra 5% Yes FACU

5%
10-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 25% Yes FAC

25%
5-foot radius

Brachypodium distachyon 35% Yes NL/UPL

Bromus diandrus 25% Yes NL/UPL

Hirschfeldia incana 15% No NL/UPL

Marrubium vulgare 5% No FACU

80%
N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within earthen channel. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic conditions/naturally problematic); no hydrology indicators 
observed. However, sampling point within ephemeral channel not anticipated to function as wetland - hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils also not observed.

20% 0%

1

4

25%

0 0

0 0

25 75

10 40

75 375

110 490

4.45

✔

Sample point taken within area mapped as non-native grassland.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 2

0-11 10 YR 3/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Loam No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

11 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 

 

Beaumont Summit Station Beaumont 06/07/2021

Exeter Cherry Valley Land, LLC CA WDP 3

Sarah Krejca, Shanti Santulli, Ian Hirschler T2S, R1W, S30 

In channel Slightly concave 1-2%

LRR C - Mediterranean California 33.962825 -117.022836 WGS 84

Terrace escarpments Riverine

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

N/A

N/A

5-foot radius

Baccharis salicifolia 10% Yes FAC

10%
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Sample point taken within earthen channel. Drought conditions per APT (i.e., atypical hydrologic conditions/naturally problematic); hydrophytic vegetation 
parameter still met at sampling point, but no hydric soils or wetland hydrology. Sampling point within ephemeral stream not anticipated to function as wetland 
despite presence of mulefat (FAC). 

97% 0%

1

1

100%

✔

✔

Sample point taken within area mapped as mulefat scrub. Less than 5% herbaceous cover (approximately 
3%), therefore, per AW manual, no herb stratum.  5-foot radius plot size used for sapling/shrub stratum to 
only account for vegetation within area with same soil and hydrologic conditions (i.e., within the channel).



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
 
 
 
 

 

WDP 3

0-16 10 YR 4/3 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A Sand No evidence of redox observed.

Shovel refusal - compact soils

16 inches

Soil moistened with spray bottle to record soil color. Uniform soil throughout. No hydric soil indicators 
observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Did not meet FAC-Neutral Test. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.



Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):   

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 

Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 

Projection: Datum: 
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system: 

Brief site description: 

Checklist of resources (if available): 
  Aerial photography 
   Dates: 
  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS) 
  Other studies 

  Stream gage data 
   Gage number: 
   Period of record: 

  History of recent effective discharges 
  Results of flood frequency analysis 
  Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
  Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and

vegetation present at the site.
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units.
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position.
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the

floodplain unit.
c) Identify any indicators present at the location.

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section.
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via:

Mapping on aerial photograph GPS 
Digitized on computer Other: 

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0815
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 1 2 2
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.968238, -117.025022

Surrounding area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm. Lower topographic area between two gentle slopes, just south of 
developed road (Cherry Valley Boulevard).

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



Wentworth Size Classes 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 1 06/03/2021 0815

Lower topographic area did not exhibit bed and bank indicators; no change in sediment texture or break in slope; 
vegetation did not differ from lower topographic area to adjacent slopes (dominated by non-native grassland and scrub 
oak). Data was collected during a drought year; however, historic aerials and previous delineation note consistent 
conditions. 

N/A

Lower topographic area

Gentle slope

Facing west

33.968238, -117.025022



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 1 06/03/2021 0815

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0830
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 2 4 4
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.967162, -117.025097

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; gully/erosional feature adjacent to western site boundary. Highly 
incised area.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 2 06/03/2021 0830

✔

Gully/erosional feature that exhibited a slight break in bank slope, but did not exhibit a distinctive change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM indicators. Gully and surrounding upland 
were both heavily vegetated with non-native grasses. 

N/A

Facing downstream 
(southwest)

gully/incised area

33.967162, -117.025097

Upland Upland



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 2 06/03/2021 0830

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 0915
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 3 8 9
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.966030, -117.024921

Surrounding area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; north and south leg of feature within lower topographic area adjacent to 
western site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 3 06/03/2021 0915

✔

✔

Approximately 6-foot wide OHWM defined by a faint break in slope and change in vegetation cover. Data was taken during 
a drought year. No distinguishable difference in sediment texture from active floodplain (AF) to upland. More defined bed 
and bank occurs downstream, but off site.

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  6' LF/AF/OHWM

Northern leg of 
feature; facing 
downstream (west)

25' Top of bank 
Upland

Upland

33.966030, -117.024921



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 3 06/03/2021 0915

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium silt
80 0 0 80

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF heavily vegetated with non-native grasses.

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
50 0 0 50

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands partially vegetated with non-native grasses.



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/07/2021 0900
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 4 18 19
Shanti Santulli, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.964891, -117.023514

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; north and south leg of drainage within lower topographic area adjacent 
to western site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 4 06/07/2021 0900

✔

✔

Approximately 4-foot wide OHWM defined by a break in slope and a change in vegetation cover. Data was taken during a 
drought year; however, indicators still observed and consistent with anticipated extent of OHWM based on review of aerials 
and site conditions/topography. No distinguishable difference in sediment texture from active floodplain (AF) to upland.

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  4' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing downstream (west) 25' Top of bank 

UplandUpland

33.964891, -117.023514



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 4 06/07/2021 0900

✔

Same as OHWM

Coarse silt
30 0 0 30

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF sparsely vegetated, becoming less vegetated downstream. Vegetation 
dominated by non-native grasses, including short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and 
false brome (Brachypodium distachyon). 

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Coarse silt
65 0 0 65

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands dominated by non-native grasses, including short-pod 
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and false brome (Brachypodium distachyon).



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1200
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 5 27 28
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.963128, -117.017059

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; drainage feature adjacent to/south of developed concrete slabs near 
southeast site boundary.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 5 06/03/2021 1200

✔
✔

✔

Approximately 6-foot wide OHWM defined by a break in slope, change in sediment texture, and change in vegetation 
species. Data was taken during a drought year; however, indicators still observed and consistent with anticipated extent of 
OHWM based on review of aerials and site conditions/topography. 

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  6' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing upstream 
(northeast)

30' Top of bank Upland

33.963128, -117.017059

Upland



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 5 06/03/2021 1200

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium silt with cobbles
80 0 15 65

✔

✔

AF defined by break in bank slope; AF heavily vegetated with non-native grasses, including shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana).

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
80 5 10 65

✔

✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by surface relief. Uplands heavily vegetated with non-native grasses, including 
shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and also included horehound (Marrubium vulgare) and a black elder (Sambucus 
nigra).



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1130
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 6 25 25
Sarah Krejca, Chelsea Polevy

✔

✔

Exeter Cherry Valley Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.962849, -117.017148

Area has been recently mowed; area is undeveloped but site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; swale-like feature within area of non-native grassland

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 6 06/03/2021 1130

Area did not contain clear bed and bank indicators; no change in sediment texture or break in slope; vegetation in swale 
and adjacent upland area did not differ (both heavily vegetated and dominated by non-native grasses). Data was collected 
during a drought year; however, historic aerials and previous delineation note consistent conditions. 

N/A

Swale

Gentle slope
Gentle slope

33.962849, -117.017148



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 6 06/03/2021 1130

N/A

N/A



 

 

Arid West Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams OHWM Datasheet 
Project:   Date:  Time: 
Project Number: Town:  State:  
Stream: Photo begin file#: Photo end file#: 
Investigator(s):    

Y  / N  Do normal circumstances exist on the site? 
 
Y  / N  Is the site significantly disturbed? 

Location Details: 
 
Projection: Datum:  
Coordinates: 

Potential anthropogenic influences on the channel system:  
 
 
 
Brief site description:   
 
 
 
Checklist of resources (if available): 

  Aerial photography 
       Dates: 

  Topographic maps 
  Geologic maps 
  Vegetation maps 
  Soils maps 
  Rainfall/precipitation maps 
  Existing delineation(s) for site  
  Global positioning system (GPS)  
  Other studies 

 
  Stream gage data  

       Gage number: 
       Period of record: 
         History of recent effective discharges 
         Results of flood frequency analysis 
         Most recent shift-adjusted rating 
         Gage heights for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year events and the 

most recent event exceeding a 5-year event 

 
Procedure for identifying and characterizing the floodplain units to assist in identifying the OHWM: 
1. Walk the channel and floodplain within the study area to get an impression of the geomorphology and 

vegetation present at the site.   
2. Select a representative cross section across the channel. Draw the cross section and label the floodplain units. 
3. Determine a point on the cross section that is characteristic of one of the hydrogeomorphic floodplain units.  

a) Record the floodplain unit and GPS position. 
b) Describe the sediment texture (using the Wentworth class size) and the vegetation characteristics of the 

floodplain unit. 
c) Identify any indicators present at the location. 

4. Repeat for other points in different hydrogeomorphic floodplain units across the cross section. 
5. Identify the OHWM and record the indicators. Record the OHWM position via: 
  Mapping on aerial photograph  GPS 
  Digitized on computer  Other:  

Beaumont Summit Station 06/03/2021 1415
N/A Beaumont CA

ODP 7 33 34
Chelsea Polevy, Sarah Krejca

✔

✔

Exeter Cherry Valley Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Review Area

WGS 84 NAD 83
33.962282, -117.021353

Area receives upstream flows from runoff from developed road (Brookside Avenue) and from culvert that crosses under 
Brookside Avenue; site was formerly used as a ranch/poultry farm.

Disturbed site formerly used as ranch/poultry farm; large drainage feature in southern portion of site within area mapped as 
tree of heaven.

✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔

✔



 

 

 

Wentworth Size Classes 

 
 

 



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Cross section drawing: 

OHWM 

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Indicators: 
Change in average sediment texture Break in bank slope 
Change in vegetation species  Other: ____________________ 
Change in vegetation cover Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 7 06/03/2021 1415

✔
✔
✔

✔

Approximately 8-foot wide OHWM primarily defined by a change in average sediment texture, change in vegetation 
species and cover, and faint break in bank slope. Data was collected during a drought year; however, indicators still 
observed and consistent with anticipated extent of OHWM based on review of aerials and site conditions/topography. 

✔

N/A

Low-flow channel (LF) is indistinguishable/cannot be determined from AF/OHWM.

  8' LF/AF/OHWM

Facing upstream 
(east)

55' Top of bank 

UplandUpland

33.962282, -117.021353



Project ID: Cross section ID: Date: Time: 
Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Floodplain unit: Low-Flow Channel Active Floodplain Low Terrace/ a

GPS point: ___________________________ 

Characteristics of the floodplain unit: 
Average sediment texture: __________________ 
Total veg cover:  _____ %     Tree: _____%     Shrub: _____%     Herb: _____% 
Community successional stage: 

NA Mid (herbaceous, shrubs, saplings) 
Early (herbaceous & seedlings) Late (herbaceous, shrubs, mature trees) 

Indicators: 
Mudcracks Soil development 
Ripples Surface relief 
Drift and/or debris Other: ____________________ 
Presence of bed and bank Other: ____________________ 
Benches Other: ____________________ 

Comments: 

Beaumont Summit Station ODP 7 06/03/2021 1415

✔

Same as OHWM

Medium sand
0 0 0 0

✔

✔

AF defined by faint break in bank slope; AF unvegetated.

✔

Just above AF/OHWM

Medium silt
100 10 5 85

✔

✔
✔

No true low terrace; uplands defined by soil development and surface relief; uplands were dominated with non-native 
grasses and tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima).



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F 
 
 
 
 

ANTECEDENT PRECIPITATION TOOL OUTPUT 
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2021-04-22

2021-03-23

2021-02-21

Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-04-22 0.279528 1.340945 0.153543 Dry 1 3 3
2021-03-23 1.466535 3.561024 4.992126 Wet 3 2 6
2021-02-21 1.404331 5.958268 2.814961 Normal 2 1 2

Result Normal Conditions - 11

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-04-22

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Severe drought

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season

Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent
CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0

DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0
HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3

IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0
HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 87

CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0
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Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-06-03 0.054331 0.403937 0.019685 Dry 1 3 3
2021-05-04 0.170079 1.26063 0.251969 Normal 2 2 4
2021-04-04 0.558661 2.34252 4.80315 Wet 3 1 3

Result Normal Conditions - 10

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-06-03

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Extreme drought (2021-05)

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season
Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent

CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0

HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3
IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0

HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 86
CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0

BEAUMONT 2.5 NW 33.9543, -117.012 2532.152 0.87 46.452 0.432 0 1
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0
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2021-04-08

Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
Daily Total
30-Day Rolling Total
30-Year Normal Range

30 Days Ending 30th %ile  (in) 70th %ile  (in) Observed (in) Wetness Condition Condition Value Month Weight Product
2021-06-07 0.017323 0.124409 0.019685 Normal 2 3 6
2021-05-08 0.314173 1.022047 0.251969 Dry 1 2 2
2021-04-08 0.422441 2.075591 4.80315 Wet 3 1 3

Result Normal Conditions - 11

Coordinates 33.965141, -117.019732
Observation Date 2021-06-07

Elevation (ft) 2485.7
Drought Index (PDSI) Extreme drought (2021-05)

WebWIMP H2O Balance Dry Season
Weather Station Name Coordinates Elevation (ft) Distance (mi) Elevation Weighted Days Normal Days Antecedent

CORONA 12.5 SE 33.7346, -117.4315 1301.837 28.496 1183.863 46.559 149 0
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 3.0 NW 33.9855, -116.5415 1338.911 27.438 1146.789 43.813 1581 0

HOMELAND 1.7 NNE 33.769, -117.0923 2248.032 14.177 237.668 9.749 10 3
IDYLLWILD 1.8 NW 33.7631, -116.735 6325.131 21.488 3839.431 92.171 1557 0

HEMET 4.1 ENE 33.7527, -116.9196 1698.163 15.763 787.537 19.507 1076 86
CORONA 12.8 SE 33.7307, -117.4276 1403.871 28.463 1081.829 43.6 102 0

BEAUMONT 2.5 NW 33.9543, -117.012 2532.152 0.87 46.452 0.432 0 1
BIG BEAR LAKE 34.2431, -116.9169 6752.953 20.086 4267.253 94.751 6722 0

ELSINORE 33.6861, -117.3458 1268.045 26.87 1217.655 44.81 135 0
HEMET 33.7381, -116.8939 1811.024 17.269 674.676 19.422 21 0



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX G 
 
 
 
 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 



Appendix G. Site Photographs1 

Beaumont Summit Station Aquatic Resources Delineation – April 22, 2021; June 3 and 7, 2021 
 

1 See corresponding Figure 5 series for Photo Point Locations. See Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Sections 6 through 8 for a discussion of each feature. 

 
Photo 1. Looking southwest towards Erosional Feature (EF)-1 
(yellow line). Vegetation surrounding EF-1 had been recently 
mowed. EF-1 exhibited a slight break in bank slope, but did not 
exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, change 
in vegetation species or cover, or any other Ordinary High Water 
Mark (OHWM) indicators. (33.968462, -117.024590). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 2. View of OHWM Datasheet Point (ODP) 1, facing west, 
within the lower topographic area between two gentle slopes just 
west of EF-1. The lower topographic area did not exhibit any bed 
and bank indicators, there was no break in slope, and the 
sediment texture and vegetation did not differ from the lower 
topographic area to the adjacent slopes (33.968296,  
-117.024925). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 3. View of area of low topography between EF-1 and EF-2, 
facing southwest (33.967847, -117.024635). June 3, 2021. 

Photo 4. View of ODP 2, facing southwest, within EF-2. The 
gully/erosional feature exhibited a slight break in bank slope but 
did not exhibit a distinctive change in average sediment texture, 
change in vegetation species or cover, or any other OHWM 
indicators, and did not continue downstream (33.967305,  
-117.025013). June 3, 2021. 



 

Appendix G-2 

 
Photo 5. Overview of area of lower topography located east of 
EF-2, facing east (33.967002, -117.025087). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 6. Overview of area of lower topography located west of 
Basin (B)-2, facing southwest (33.966258, -117.022864). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 7. Overview of Non-Wetland Water (NWW)-1A and NWW-1, 
facing south. NWW-1A and NWW-1 converge just before 
continuing off site and downstream and exhibiting a more defined 
bed and bank (33.966304, -117.025167). June 3, 2021. 

 

 
Photo 8. Upstream view of ODP 3, facing southeast, within NWW-
1A. The OHWM was defined by a faint break in bank slope and a 
change in vegetation cover. NWW-1A and NWW-1 continue 
downstream where OHWM indicators become more prominent 
(33.966120, -117.025049). June 3, 2021. 

NWW-1A 

NWW-1 



 

Appendix G-3 

 
Photo 9. Downstream view of ODP 3, facing west, within NWW-
1A. As NWW-1A continues downstream, OHWM indicators 
become more prominent (33.966076, -117.024773). June 3, 
2021. 

  
Photo 10. Downstream view of NWW-1 from upstream extent, 
facing west. As NWW-1 continues downstream, OHWM 
indicators become more prominent (33.965835, -117.024734). 
June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 11. View of B-1, which contained several mulefat 
(Baccharis salicifolia), facing north. B-1 was previously used as a 
settling basin to hold manure (33.966130, -117.021422). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 12. View of B-2, which contained some mulefat and tree 
tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), facing northeast. B-2 was previously 
used as a settling basin to hold manure (33.966130,  
-117.021422). June 3, 2021. 

OHWM 

TOB 
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Photo 13. View of B-3, facing south. B-3 was previously used as 
a settling basin to hold manure (33.965818, -117.021455). June 
3, 2021. 

 
Photo 14. View of Wetland Data Form Point (WDP) 1 (white arrow) 
within small stand of mule fat, facing east, within B-4. WDP 1 met 
the wetland hydrology parameter; however, hydrophytic 
vegetation and hydric soil parameters were not met at WDP 1. B-
4 was previously used as a settling basin to hold manure 
(33.965370, -117.022221). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 15. View of B-5 facing southeast. B-5 was previously used 
as a settling basin to hold manure (33.965122 -117.021874). 
June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 16. View of area mapped by U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) as a “Reservoir,” 
facing west. No evidence of hydrology was observed (33.965010, 
-117.021979). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 17. Downstream view of NWW-2, facing west. (33.965125, 
-117.022334). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 18. Upstream view of ODP 4, facing east, within NWW-2. 
The OHWM was defined by a faint break in bank slope and a 
change in vegetation cover (33.964853, -117.023670). June 7, 
2021. 

 
Photo 19. Downstream view of ODP 4, facing west, within NWW-
2. Vegetation was dominated by non-native grasses, including 
short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), ripgut brome (Bromus 
diandrus), and false brome (Brachypodium distachyon)  
(33.964874, -117.023356). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 20. View of WDP 2 (white arrow), facing west, within NWW-
2. WDP 2 did not meet the hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, or 
wetland hydrology parameters (33.964962, -117.023251). June 
7, 2021.  
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Photo 21. View of NWW-2A (yellow line), which showed faint 
indicators of an OHWM, as it continues into NWW-2, facing 
northwest (33.964876, -117.022516). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 22. View of culvert outlets located along the southern 
extent of the review area under Brookside Avenue, facing south. 
Flows from the culvert outlets continue into NWW-3 (33.961603, 
-117.018517). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 23. Downstream view of NWW-3, facing northwest, located 
just north of the two culvert outlets under Brookside Avenue 
before NWW-3 converges with NWW-3A (33.961636,  
-117.018604). June 3, 2021.  

 
Photo 24. View of EF-4 within the review area, facing west. EF-4 
continues west into Swale (S)-1, which ultimately converges with 
NWW-3A (33.963245, -117.013837). April 22, 2021. 
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Photo 25. View of ODP 6, facing east, within S-1. S-1 did not 
exhibit any bed and bank indicators, there was no change in 
sediment texture or break in slope, and vegetation did not differ 
between the swale and the adjacent upland area (33.962812,  
-117.017420). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 26. View at upstream extent of NWW-3A, facing 
southwest, just west of S-2 (33.963458, -117.016526). June 3, 
2021. 

 
Photo 27. Upstream view of ODP 5, facing northeast, within 
NWW-3A. The OHWM was primarily defined by a a break in bank 
slope, change in average sediment texture, and change in 
vegetation species (33.963053, -117.017202). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 28. Downstream view of ODP 5, facing southwest, within 
NWW-3A (33.963266, -117.017032). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 29. View of S-3, facing south, as it travels towards NWW-
3A (33.9632961, -117.018316). April 22, 2021. 

 
Photo 30. Downstream view of NWW-3A, facing southwest 
(33.962811, -117.018492). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 31. Downstream view of area of NWW-3A exhibiting a faint 
OHWM, facing west (33.962373, -117.019364). June 3, 2021. 

 

Photo 32. Downstream view of NWW-3, located west of the 
convergence of NWW-3 and NWW-3A, facing southwest 
(33.962054, -117.02037). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 33. Upstream view of ODP 7, facing east, within NWW-3. 
The OHWM was primarily defined by a change in average 
sediment texture, change in vegetation species and cover, and 
faint break in bank slope (33.962257, -117.021513). 

 
Photo 34. Downstream view of ODP 7, facing west, within NWW-
3 (33.962335, -117.021187). June 3, 2021. 

 

 
Photo 35. View of WDP 3, facing north, within NWW-3. WDP 3 
met the hydrophytic vegetation parameter; however, hydric soil 
and wetland hydrology parameters were not met within WDP 3 
(33.962696, -117.022892). June 7, 2021. 

 
Photo 36. View of EF-6 (yellow line), facing northwest, which 
travels into area with some mulefat and tree tobacco, just east of 
NWW-3B. EF-6 did not appear to contribute flows to NWW-3B 
(33.963667, -117.020341). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 37. View of EF-7 (yellow arrow), just south of EF-6, facing 
south/southwest. EF-7 converges with EF-8 (white arrow), neither 
of which appeared to contribute flows to NWW-3B (33.963581,  
-117.020494). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 38. Looking downstream from the south side of the 
upstream extent of NWW-3B, facing northwest (33.963553,  
-117.021142). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 39. View of D-1, facing east (33.965103, -117.019365). 
April 22, 2021. 
 

 
Photo 40. View of area where D-1 abruptly stops, facing south. 
Flows likely continue as sheet flow into S-5, before continuing into 
NWW-3B1 (33.964824, -117.020845). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 41. View of NWW-3B1, facing south. Flows continue 
south/southwest into NWW-3B (white arrow) (33.964550,  
-117.021793). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 42. Downstream view of NWW-3B, facing west 
(33.963775, -117.022856). April 22, 2021. 

 
Photo 43. Downstream view of the convergence of NWW-3 and 
NWW-3B, facing west, before NWW-3 continues off site 
(33.963316, -117.023726). June 3, 2021. 
 

 
Photo 44. View of slight depressional area surrounded by mulefat 
scrub, located south of NWW-3B, facing west. No evidence of 
hydrology was observed (33.963283, -117.021269). June 3, 2021. 
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Photo 45. East facing view of area mapped by USGS NHD as a 
“Reservoir” and where a basin was previously located east of EF-
8. No evidence of hydrology was observed (33.963493,  
-117.020227). June 3, 2021. 

 
Photo 46. Southeast facing view of area where a basin was 
previously located west of S-3. No evidence of hydrology was 
observed (33.963274, -117.019648). June 3, 2021.  
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Sticky Note
Will be provided as an Excel file with submittal to Corps.



Waters_Name State Cowardin_CodeHGM_CodeMeas_Type Amount Units Waters_Type Latitude Longitude
NWW-1 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.018 ACRE DELINEATE 33.965908 -117.025153
NWW-1A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.021 ACRE DELINEATE 33.966006 -117.025084
NWW-2 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.087 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964929 -117.023925
NWW-2A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.004 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964977 -117.022656
NWW-2B CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.012 ACRE DELINEATE 33.965185 -117.022994
NWW-2C CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.007 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964845 -117.023224
NWW-3 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.385 ACRE DELINEATE 33.962391 -117.021747
NWW-3A CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.146 ACRE DELINEATE 33.962760 -117.018132
NWW-3B CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.117 ACRE DELINEATE 33.963540 -117.022834
NWW-3B1 CALIFORNIA R6 Area 0.0301001 ACRE DELINEATE 33.964055 -117.021934
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1 Summary 
This report is a summary of focused burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; BUOW) surveys Rocks 
Biological Consulting (RBC) conducted for the Beaumont Summit Station Project (project) in the 
City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California. The project is located within the Western Riverside 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Burrowing Owl Survey Area (RCA 2021). 
RBC conducted a habitat assessment for BUOW on April 22, 2021 in accordance with the 
Western Riverside MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions (RCA 2006.   

Based on the presence of suitable habitat, RBC conducted breeding season BUOW surveys 
between May 12, 2021 and July 6, 2021 in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (RCA 2006 
and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(CDFW 2012). No BUOW, active burrows, or sign were documented within the survey area.  

2 Introduction 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION & PROPOSED ACTIVITY 

The project is in the northwestern portion of the City of Beaumont, California (Figure 1). The project 
site is approximately 191 acres, located south of Cherry Valley Boulevard, north of Brookside 
Avenue, and east of Interstate 10 (I-10). The project would amend the approved Sunny-Cal 
Specific Plan (2007) and would include development of the site for an e-commerce center, 
commercial development, open space (parks/trails and buffer), and roads. Development start time 
will be dependent on processing time but is scheduled to begin in fall 2022 with an estimated 
construction time of approximately one year.  

2.2  BURROWING OWL NATURAL HISTORY  

Within California, BUOW is listed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) as a 
Species of Special Concern (SSC). Suitable habitat for BUOW is generally typified by short, sparse 
vegetation with few shrubs, level to gentle topography, and well-drained soils, such as naturally 
occurring grassland, shrub steppe, and desert habitats (Haug et al. 1993). Additionally, BUOW 
may occur in agricultural areas, ruderal grassy fields, vacant lots and pastures containing suitable 
vegetation structure and useable burrows and foraging habitat in proximity (Gervais et al. 2008). 
Typically, BUOW use burrows that have been dug by other species, termed host burrowers. In 
California, BUOW frequently use burrows dug by California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus 
beecheyi) and round-tailed ground squirrel (Citellus tereticaudus) and dens or holes dug by other 
fossorial species, including badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), and fox (e.g., San 
Joaquin kit fox [Vulpes macrotis mutica]) (Ronan 2002). In addition, BUOW also frequently use 
natural rock cavities, debris piles, culverts, and pipes for nesting and roosting (Rosenberg et al. 
1998) and have been documented using artificial burrows for nesting and cover (Belthoff and Smith 
2003). Occupancy of burrowing owl habitat is confirmed at a site when at least one burrowing owl, 
or its sign at or near a burrow entrance, is observed within the last three years (Rich 1984). 
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3 Methods 
RBC biologists conducted a habitat assessment for BUOW on April 22, 2021 in accordance with 
the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan Area (RCA 2006). Based on the presence of suitable habitat on-site, RBC avian 
biologists Ian Hirschler and Chris Thomson conducted focused burrow surveys and focused 
breeding season BUOW surveys between May 12 and July 6, 2021 in accordance with the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan Area (RCA 2006) and the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Mr. 
Hirschler is a wildlife biologist with over six years of professional experience and a Bachelor of 
Science degree in field and wildlife biology. Mr. Thomson is a wildlife biologist with over three years 
of professional experience and a Bachelor of Science degree in environmental science with a focus 
on ornithology. Both biologists have extensive experience performing burrowing owl surveys.  

The survey area included the project site, as well as all suitable habitat within a 500-foot buffer per 
CDFW guidance (Figure 2). Survey timing followed MSHCP Instructions which calls for focused 
burrowing owl surveys consisting of site visits on four separate days; however, survey 
methodologies followed those presented in the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(CDFW 2012).  

Two visits were required for each survey ‘pass’ due to the size of the site and survey timing 
restrictions. During each survey, RBC avian biologists walked through suitable BUOW habitat 
within the survey area via straight-line transects spaced 10 meters (m) to 30 m apart, adjusting for 
vegetation height and density, and used binoculars to scan the survey area at least every 100 m 
for BUOW, active burrows, and/or sign of BUOW. No calls were used. Care was taken to minimize 
disturbance near suitable burrows to avoid flushing any burrowing owls. All observed burrows were 
examined for sign, including feathers, pellets, whitewash, and prey remains. Burrows were 
considered active if a BUOW was observed at or near the entrance or if recent sign was present. 
All BUOW, active burrows, and BUOW sign were mapped in the geographic information system 
(GIS) program ArcGIS Collector. Survey dates, times, and weather conditions are presented in 
Table 1, below. Climatic and temporal conditions did not affect BUOW detection or survey scope. 
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Table 1. Burrowing Owl Survey Dates and Conditions 

Survey 
Number Date Surveyor(s) 

Time 
(Start; 
End) 

Temp  
(F) 

(Start; End) 

Cloud  
Cover  

(%) 
(Start; End) 

Wind  
Range  
(mph)  

(Start; End) 

Precip. 
(Start; End) 

Visibility  
(Lo, Med, High) 

(Start; End) 

1 (dusk) 5/12/21 I. Hirschler,  
C. Thomson 

1730-
1930 81-70 0-0 3-7; 3-7 0-0 High; High 

1 (dawn) 5/13/21 I. Hirschler,  
C. Thomson 

0715-
0930 60-70 0-0 0-2; 1-4 0-0 High; High 

2 (dusk) 6/6/21 I. Hirschler,  
C. Thomson 

1730-
1945 77-67 0-0 5-8; 5-8 0-0 High; High 

2 (dawn) 6/7/21 I. Hirschler,  
C. Thomson 

0730-
1000 52-75 100-100 0-2; 1-3 0-0 High; High 

3 (dusk) 6/23/21 I. Hirschler 1745-
1930 76-74 80-60 2-5; 0-2 0-0 High; High 

3 (dawn) 6/24/21 I. Hirschler 0715-
1000 64-69 15-5 0-2; 0-2 0-0 High; High 

4 (dusk) 7/5/21 I. Hirschler,  
H. Swarthout1 

1715-
1945 88-82 0-0 0-2; 1-4 0-0 High; High 

4 (dawn) 7/6/21 I. Hirschler 1715-
1945 88-82 0-0 0-2; 1-4 0-0 High; High 

1Hannah Swarthout participated in survey 4 (dusk) as a trainee 

4 Results 

4.1  EXISTING CONDITIONS & HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

The project site is composed primarily of non-native grassland dominated by red brome (Bromus 
rubens) and goldentop grass (Lamarckia aurea) as well as developed land. The developed land on-
site consists of multiple concrete foundations and several abandoned outbuildings that supported 
former poultry and egg farm operations. The project site also supports several canyons and 
drainages composed of non-native grassland, mulefat thickets, non-native riparian habitat and 
Riversidian sage scrub.  

During the initial BUOW habitat assessment, most of the survey area was determined to be 
suitable BUOW habitat based on the presence of open grassland and several observations of 
California ground squirrel activity at suitable burrows throughout the project site. Photographs of 
site conditions are presented in Appendix A.  

4.2  BURROWING OWL SURVEY RESULTS 

RBC conducted four focused BUOW surveys during the breeding season (February 1 to August 
31) between May 12, 2021 and July 6, 2021. No BUOW, sign, or active burrows were observed 
during focused surveys.   
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No evidence of owl predation was observed; however, common predators in the area include 
coyote, gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). Additionally, 34 bird 
species were observed during protocol surveys as listed in Appendix B.  

5 Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
Pursuant to the MSHCP, all project sites containing burrows or suitable habitat require pre-
construction surveys (RCA 2006). The pre-construction surveys will be conducted in accordance 
with MSHCP Objective 6 for BUOW. As such, the following minimization and avoidance measure is 
required in order to avoid direct impacts on BUOW: 

A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction presence/absence survey for 
burrowing owls within 30 days prior to site disturbance. If burrowing owls are 
documented on site, the owls will be relocated/excluded from the site outside of 
the breeding season following accepted protocols, as specified in the MSHCP. 

6 Conclusions 
No BUOW, active burrows, or BUOW sign were documented within the project site during the 
focused BUOW surveys conducted between May 12, 2021 and July 6, 2021. However, due to the 
presence of suitable habitat on site and the potential for future occupation of the site, pre-
construction surveys will be required to avoid potential direct impacts on BUOW resulting from the 
project in conformance with the MSHCP.  
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Appendix A 

Site Photographs 
 

Appendix A-1 

 

 
Photo 1. Overview of project site from the western site boundary, showing drainages running 

through non-native grassland, facing northeast on April 22, 2021. 
 

 
Photo 2. View of non-native grassland in the western portion of the project site, showing oaks and 

drainages containing mulefat, facing west on April 22, 2021. 
 



 
 

Appendix A-2 

                          
Photo 3. View of non-native grassland within central portion of the project, facing east on April 22, 

2021. 
 

                      
Photo 4. Picture of concrete pads within the central portion of the project, facing south on April 

22, 2021. 
 



 
 

Appendix A-3 

                         
Photo 5. Representative photos from April 22, 2021 of the non-native riparian (Ailanthus altissima) 

within the drainages in the southwestern portion of the site; stands have a height of up to 
approximately 25 feet. 

  

 
Photo 6. South-facing view of mulefat scrub within the drainages in the southwestern portion of the 

site, facing west on May 27, 2021. 



 
 

Appendix A-4 

                                 
Photo 7. Representative picture of the drainages within the southwestern portion of the project 

site, facing east on April 22, 2021. 
 

                                 
Photo 8. Representative picture of the drainages within the southwestern portion of the project 

site, facing north on April 22, 2021. 



 
 

Appendix A-5 

                                
Photo 9. Representative photo of the small-mammal burrows throughout the non-native grassland 

within the survey area. 
  

 
Photo 10. Representative photo of the adjacent chamise chaparral habitat northwest of project 

boundary on July 20, 2021. 
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 Appendix B  

Bird Species Observed During Burrowing Owl Focused Surveys 
 
 Family Common Name Scientific Name 

Accipitridae red-tailed hawk  Buteo jamaicensis 
Alaudidae horned lark  Eremophila alpestris  
Charadriidae killdeer Charadrius vociferus 
Columbidae rock pigeon Columba livia 
Columbidae Eurasian collared-dove Streptopelia decaocto 
Columbidae mourning dove Zenaida macroura 
Corvidae American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Corvidae common raven Corvus corax 
Falconidae American kestrel  Falco sparverius 
Fringillidae house finch Haemorhous mexicanus 
Fringillidae Lawrence's goldfinch  Spinus lawrencei 
Fringillidae lesser goldfinch Spinus psaltria 
Hirundinidae barn swallow Hirundo rustics 
Hirundinidae cliff swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota  
Hirundinidae northern rough-winged swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
Icteridae Brewer’s blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus 
Icteridae Bullock's oriole  Icterus bullockii 
Icteridae hooded oriole Icterus cucullatus 
Icteridae western meadowlark Sturnella neglecta 
Mimidae northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos 
Passerellidae lark sparrow Chondestes grammacus 
Passerellidae song sparrow  Melospiza melodia  
Passerellidae California towhee Melozone crissalis 
Passeridae house sparrow Passer domesticus 
Picidae Nuttall's woodpecker Dryobates nuttallii  
Ptiliogonatidae phainopepla  Phainopepla nitens 
Sturnidae European starling Sturnus vulgaris 
Trochilidae Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna 
Troglodytidae Bewick's wren  Thryomanes bewickii  
Turdidae western bluebird  Sialia mexicana  
Tyrannidae black phoebe Sayornis nigricans 
Tyrannidae Say’s phoebe Sayornis saya 
Tyrannidae western kingbird  Tyrannus verticalis 
Tyrannidae Cassin's kingbird  Tyrannus vociferans 
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TRAFFIC	STUDY	
FOR	THE	PROPOSED	

BEAUMONT	SUMMIT	STATION	PROJECT	
IN	THE	CITY	OF	BEAUMONT

INTRODUCTION	

This traffic study has been prepared to evaluate the project-related traffic effects associated with the
proposed Beaumont Summit Station project in the City of Beaumont.
	
PROJECT	DESCRIPTION	

The Project site is located in the northwestern area of the City of Beaumont, immediately east of the
Interstate 10 (I-10) Freeway. A project vicinity map is provided on Figure	1. The site is bounded by
Cherry Valley Boulevard to the north, the I-10 Freeway to the west, Brookside Avenue to the south
and generally vacant land to the east. Based on the City of Beaumont General Plan, the project site is
currently zoned as single-family residential, but is currently vacant. The Project site is comprised of
nine vacant parcels.

The Project site is divided into five parcels and will be developed in two phases. Phase 1 will include
Parcels 1, 2, and 3 designated for industrial uses. These parcels are proposed to be developed with
three separate industrial warehouse buildings, as follows:

· Building 1: 985, 860 square-foot (SF) high-cube short-term storage building
· Building 2: 1,213,235 SF high-cube short-term storage building
· Building 3: 358,370 SF general warehouse

The Project proposed to amend the existing zoning from Single-Family Residential to Light Industrial
for Parcels 1, 2, and 3 to allow for industrial uses. Phase 1 of construction is anticipated to begin the
second quarter of 2023 and conclude in the third quarter of 2024.

Parcel 4 will be developed as part of Phase 2 and would include the development of Commercial uses,
as follows:

· Four-story hotel: 220 rooms
· Shopping center: 25,000 SF
· High-turnover (sit-down) restaurant: 15,000 SF
· Fast-food restaurant with drive-throughs: 10,000 SF

Phase 2 of the Project is anticipated to begin early 2026 and finish mid to late 2027. A copy of the
project site plan is provided on Figure	2. Project access would consist of three driveways along
Cherry Valley Boulevard. The west and middle project driveways would be signalized and the east
project driveway would be an unsignalized right-in-right-out (RIRO) only driveway.
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ANALYSIS	SCENARIOS	AND	METHODOLOGY		

Analysis	Scenarios	

This traffic analysis will provide an evaluation of weekday morning and evening peak hour
operations for the following scenarios:

· Existing Conditions
· Opening Year 2024 Cumulative
· Opening Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project (Phase 1)
· Opening Year 2027 Cumulative
· Opening Year 2027 Cumulative Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2)
· Horizon Year 2040
· Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2)

Intersection	Analysis	–	HCM	Methodology		

The City of Beaumont follows the County of Riverside traffic study procedures (Transportation	
Analysis	Guidelines	 for	Level	of	Service	and	Vehicle	Miles	Traveled	 –	2020). Peak hour intersection
operations are evaluated using the methodology outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th

Edition), consistent with the requirements of the City of Beaumont and the County of Riverside. The
intersection analysis was conducted using the Vistro software program and using the specified input
parameters required by the City.

Per the HCM Methodology, Level of Service (LOS) for signalized intersections is defined in terms of
average control delay per vehicle during the peak hours. The average control delay includes initial
deceleration delay, queue move-up time, and final acceleration time in addition to the stop delay. The
charts on page 5 provide a description of the operating characteristics of each Level of Service and
average seconds of delay for signalized and unsignalized intersections.
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LEVEL	OF	SERVICE	DEFINITIONS	

Level	of	
Service	

Description	

A
No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.
Typically, the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily and nearly all drivers find
freedom of operation.

B
This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully utilized,
and  a  substantial  number  are  approaching  full  use.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  restricted  within
platoons of vehicles.

C
This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through
more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most drivers
feel somewhat restricted but not objectionably so.

D

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction, approaching instability at the intersection.
Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the peak period;
however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of developing
queues, thus preventing excessive backups.

E
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents the most vehicles that any
particular intersection approach can accommodate. Full utilization of every signal cycle is seldom
attained no matter how great the demand.

F

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity. These
conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction downstream. Speeds
are reduced substantially, and stoppages may occur for short or long periods of time due to the
congestion. In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop to zero.

LEVEL	OF	SERVICE	CRITERIA	
FOR	SIGNALIZED	AND	UNSIGNALIZED	INTERSECTIONS

Level	of	
Service		

Signalized	Intersection	
(Average	delay	per	vehicle,	

in	seconds)	1	

Unsignalized	Intersections	
(Average	delay	per	vehicle,	

in	seconds)	2	

A < 10 0 – 10

B > 10 – 20 > 10 – 15

C > 20 – 35 > 15 – 25

D > 35 – 55 > 25 – 35

E > 55 – 80 > 35 – 50

F > 80 > 50
1  Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th Edition), Exhibit 18-4.
2  Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th Edition), Exhibits 19-1 and 20-2.
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Performance	Criteria	

The City of Beaumont General Plan states that Level of Service “D” is considered acceptable during
the peak hours.

Significance	Thresholds	

A project -related traffic effect would be considered to be significant when the project traffic, when
added to existing traffic, causes the Level of Service to deteriorate to below the target Level of Service,
and effects cannot be mitigated through project conditions of approval. A cumulative effect would
occur when cumulative traffic (existing plus ambient growth plus Cumulative Projects plus project
traffic) exceeds the target Level of Service, and effects cannot be mitigated through the
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) network, project conditions of approval, or other
implementation mechanisms.

AREA	CONDITIONS		

Study	Area	

This traffic study includes documentation of existing conditions, future conditions, and identification
of project-related deficiencies at the following study intersections:

1. I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard
2. I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard
3. Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard
4. Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard
5. Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard
6. Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard
7. Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard
8. Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue
9. Union Street at Brookside Avenue
10. Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue
11. Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue
12. Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway
13. I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway
14. I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway
15. Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway
16. Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway
D1. Cherry Valley Boulevard at West Driveway
D2. Cherry Valley Boulevard at Middle Driveway
D3. Cherry Valley Boulevard at East Driveway

The study locations were established in consultation with City of Beaumont staff through the Scoping
Letter Agreement process. A copy of the approved Scoping Agreement is provided in Appendix	A.
The study intersection locations and their existing lane configurations are shown on Figure	3.
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EXISTING	TRANSPORTATION	SYSTEM	

Existing	Roadway	System	

Regional vehicular access to the site is provided by the SR-60 and I-10 Freeways. The I-10 Freeway
is an east-west freeway, located immediately west of the project site. The I-10 Freeway provides
three travel lanes in each direction and connects directly to SR-79 (Beaumont Avenue) and SR-60.
SR-60 is an east-west freeway located approximately 2.15 miles south of the project site. SR-60
provides two travel lanes in each direction. Southeast of the project site, SR-60 merges into the I-10
Freeway.

Local access to the project vicinity is provided by surrounding arterial and commuter roadways.

Cherry Valley Boulevard is an east-west undivided roadway that is immediately north of the project
site and currently provides one travel lane in each direction. Cherry Valley Boulevard is shown as a
Secondary Street in the Riverside County Circulation Element of the General Plan (Circulation
Element). On-street parking is prohibited, and bike lanes are provided on both sides of the roadway.
Cherry Valley Boulevard connects to the I-10 Freeway that is approximately one-half mile from the
project site.

Brookside Avenue is an east-west divided roadway located immediately south of the project site and
currently provides one travel lane in each direction. Brookside Avenue is shown as a Secondary
Street on the City of Beaumont Circulation Element. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of
the roadway, and there are no bike lanes provided.

Oak Valley Parkway is an east-west undivided roadway that currently provides two travel lanes in
each direction. Oak Valley Parkway is shown as an Urban Arterial east of Potrero Boulevard on the
City of Beaumont Circulation Element. On-street parking is prohibited, and bike lanes are provided
on both sides of the roadway.

Beaumont Avenue (SR-79) is north-south undivided roadway that currently provides one travel lane
in each direction north of Oak Valley Parkway and two lane in each direction south of Oak Valley
Parkway. Beaumont Avenue is shown as an Industrial Collector on the City of Beaumont Circulation
Element. On-street parking is prohibited, and bike lanes are provided on both sides of the roadway.

Calimesa Boulevard is a north-south undivided roadway that currently provides one travel lane in
each direction. Calimesa Boulevard is shown as a Secondary Street on the City of Beaumont
Circulation Element. On-street parking is prohibited, and bike lanes are provided on the east side of
the roadway.

Hannon Road is a north-south undivided roadway that provides one lane in each direction. Hannon
Road is shown as a Local Street on the City of Beaumont Circulation Element. On-street parking is
prohibited on both sides of the roadway, and no bike lanes are provided.



Beaumont Summit Station                                               - 9 -                                     Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Traffic Study                                                               June 2022

Union Street is a north-south undivided roadway that provides one lane in each direction. Union
Street is shown as a Local Street on the City of Beaumont Circulation Element. On-street parking is
prohibited on both sides of the roadway, and no bike lanes are provided.

Nancy Avenue is a north-south undivided roadway that provides one lane in each direction. Nancy
Avenue is shown as a Local Street on the City of Beaumont Circulation Element. On-street parking is
prohibited on both sides, and no bike lanes are provided.

Oak View Drive is a north-south undivided roadway that currently provides one travel lane in each
direction. Oak View Drive is shown as an Industrial Collector on the City of Beaumont Circulation
Element. On-street parking is prohibited, and bike lanes are provided on both sides of the roadway.
Desert Lawn Drive is a north-south undivided roadway that currently provides one travel lane in
each direction. Desert Lawn Drive is shown as an Urban Arterial on the City of Beaumont Circulation
Element. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the roadway, and no bike lanes are
provided.
	
Existing	Transit	Service	

Public  transportation  within  the  City  of  Beaumont  is  provided  by  PASS  Transit,  operated  by  the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) and the
Sunline Transit Agency lines. The nearest bus stop to the Project site is Bus Route 3, located near the
intersection of Cherry Valley Boulevard and Beaumont Avenue approximately 2 miles away from the
project site.

Bus Route 3 ends at the Walmart Supercenter, at Highland Springs Avenue and the I-10 Freeway. This
shopping center is a transfer point for the PASS Banning lines, as well as the Riverside Transit
Authority (RTA) and the Sunline Transit Agency lines.

Existing	Traffic	Volumes	
	
Due to the closure of schools and businesses during the COVID-19 pandemic, modifications to typical
traffic count protocol have been used. Historical counts from 2017 were available for the following
intersections:

1. I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard
2. I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard
3. Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard
5. Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard
6. Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard
7. Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard

An ambient annual growth rate of two (2) percent per year was applied to the above study
intersections to develop existing year 2021 volumes.
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New traffic counts were collected during the morning (7-9 AM) and evening (4-6 PM) peak periods
in May 2021, for all study intersections.

Based on a comparison of historical and new traffic count data, a COVID adjustment factor of 32%
was applied to new traffic counts during the AM peak hour at the study intersections. In the PM peak
hour, the new traffic counts were higher than the historical traffic counts grown to 2021. Therefore,
the new 2021 counts were used for the study intersections in the PM peak hour.

Copies of the traffic count data worksheets are provided in Appendix	B.

The intersection count data included vehicle classifications for passenger vehicles and trucks. Vehicle
classifications are necessary to compute Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) volumes, which are used in
the traffic analysis to address the effects of truck traffic on intersection operation.

The PCE volumes were developed by applying a PCE factor of 1.5 for 2-axle trucks, 2.0 for 3-axle
trucks, and 3.0 for trucks with 4 or more axles. PCE volume worksheets are provided in Appendix	C.
Existing morning and evening peak hour volumes with the PCE factors applied are presented on
Figure	4.
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EXISTING	TRAFFIC	OPERATING	CONDITIONS	

Peak	Hour	Intersection	Operations	

Intersection Level of Service analysis was conducted for the morning and evening peak hours using
the analysis procedures and assumptions described previously in this report. Intersection analysis
worksheets are provided in Appendix	 D. The results of the intersection analysis for Existing
Conditions are shown on Table	1. Review of this table indicates that all study intersections are
currently operating at an acceptable Level of Service in both peak hours with the following exception:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS E, PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F

PROJECT	TRAFFIC	

Project	Trip	Generation	

Trip generation estimates for the project are based on daily and peak hour trip generation rates
obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition)
for the following uses:

· ITE Land Use 154: High-Cube Short-Term Storage
· ITE Land Use 150: Warehousing
· ITE Land Use 310: Hotel
· ITE Land Use 822: Strip Retail Plaza (<40k)
· ITE Land Use 932: High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant
· ITE Land Use 934: Fast-Food Restaurant w/ Drive-Through

Passenger car equivalent (PCE) factors were applied to the Project truck trips to determine the total
PCE trips to be generated by the project.

Trip generation rates and the resulting project PCE trips for Phase 1 of the project are summarized
on Table	2. Review of this table indicates that the Project is forecasted to generate 4,667 daily PCE
trips  on  a  weekday,  with  303  PCE  trips  during  the  morning  peak  hour  (233  inbound  and  70
outbound) and 362 PCE trips (102 inbound and 260 outbound) during the evening peak hour.

Trip generation rates and the resulting project PCE trips for Phases 1 and 2 of the project are
summarized on Table	3. Review of this table indicates that the Project is forecasted to generate
13,152 daily PCE trips on a weekday, with 835 PCE trips during the morning peak hour (520 inbound
and 315 outbound) and 832 PCE trips (349 inbound and 483 outbound) during the evening peak
hour. Further breakdown of project trip generation and PCE trips can be found in Appendix	A.



TABLE	1
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

EXISTING	CONDITIONS

Traffic AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour 

Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 42.5 E 82.6 F 

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 67.6 F 22.2 C 

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 17.4 C 20.7 C 

4 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Hannon Road U 15.4 C 16.3 C 

5 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Union Street U 9.8 A 11.0 B 

6 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Nancy Avenue U 10.2 B 11.0 B 

7 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Beaumont Avenue S 23.4 C 26.3 C 

8 Brookside Avenue at Hannon Road U 11.0 B 11.9 B 

9 Brookside Avenue at Union Street U 10.0 A 11.6 B

10 Brookside Avenue at Oak View Drive U 8.4 A 8.8 A 

11 Brookside Avenue at Beaumont Avenue S 27.4 C 26.6 C 

12 Oak Valley Parkway at Desert Lawn Drive U 13.7 B 15.9 C 

13 Oak Valley Parkway at I-10 EB Ramps S 51.4 D 41.8 D 

14 Oak Valley Parkway at I-10 WB Ramps S 80.5 F 30.1 C 

15 Oak Valley Parkway at Oak View Drive S 19.2 B 15.6 B 

16 Oak Valley Parkway at Beaumont Avenue S 29.6 C 31.8 C

Notes:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay)
intersection approach.
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AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour
Quantity Unit Daily In Out Total In Out Total

Proposed	Use

2,199.095 KSF 3,826 169 51 220 78 196 274

358.370 KSF 841 64 19 83 24 64 88

Total	Proposed	Project	PCE	Trips 4,667 233 70 303 102 260 362

PCE = Passenger Car Equivalent

PROJECT	TRIP	GENERATION	WITH	PCE

Project	Land	Use

Buildings 1 & 2 (B-1 & B-2): High-Cube Short-Term Storage

Building 3 (B-3): Warehousing

1 Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition

KSF = Thousand Square Feet

TABLE	2
SUMMARY	OF	PROJECT	TRIP	GENERATION	-	PHASE	1

BEAUMONT	SUMMIT	STATION	PROJECT
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AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour
Quantity Unit Daily In Out Total In Out Total

Proposed	Use

2,199.095 KSF 3,826 169 51 220 78 196 274

358.370 KSF 841 64 19 83 24 64 88

Building 4 (B-4): Shopping Center -- -- 8,485 287 245 532 247 223 470

Total	Proposed	Project	PCE	Trips 13,152 520 315 835 349 483 832

1 Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition

PCE = Passenger Car Equivalent

Building 3 (B-3): Warehousing

PROJECT	TRIP	GENERATION	WITH	PCE

Project	Land	Use

Buildings 1 & 2 (B-1 & B-2): High-Cube Short-Term Storage

KSF = Thousand Square Feet

TABLE	3
SUMMARY	OF	PROJECT	TRIP	GENERATION	-	PHASE	1	AND	2

BEAUMONT	SUMMIT	STATION	PROJECT
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Trip	Distribution	and	Assignment	

Trip distribution assumptions for the proposed project were developed based on current traffic
patterns observed within the study area, as well as trip distribution assumptions for similar high-
cube short-term storage buildings and warehouse projects. Separate distribution patterns were
assumed for passenger car trips and truck trips. Trip distribution percentages at each study
intersection were applied to the project trip generation estimates to determine the project trips
through each intersection. Passenger Car trip distribution and assignment assumptions for the
Project are shown on Figure	5.	Truck trip distribution and assignment assumptions for the Project
are shown on Figure	6.	The  resulting  project  trips  for  Phase  1  and  Phases  1  and  2  at  the  study
intersections are shown on Figure	7 and Figure	8, respectively.
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OPENING	YEAR	2024	CUMULATIVE	CONDITIONS	

The project Opening Year for Phase 1 is anticipated to be Year 2024. Opening Year 2024 traffic
forecasts have been developed by adding an ambient growth factor of 2.0 percent per to existing
traffic volumes at the study intersections.

Cumulative	Projects	

In addition to ambient growth, traffic from Cumulative Projects in the Project vicinity are added to
the Opening Year forecasts to develop Opening Year 2024 Cumulative Conditions forecasts.
Cumulative Projects consist of any project that has been approved and is not yet occupied, and
projects that are in various stages of the application and approval process but have not yet been
approved.

Information regarding Cumulative Projects in the area was obtained from previously approved traffic
studies in the area. A summary of the Cumulative Projects, including the associated trip generation is
provided on Table	4. The trip generation estimates for the Cumulative Projects were obtained from
approved traffic studies, where available; and were developed by Kimley-Horn if approved traffic
studies were not available. The locations of the Cumulative Projects are shown on Figure	9.

Trip distribution and assignment for the Cumulative Projects were obtained from approved traffic
studies, where available; and were developed by Kimley-Horn if approved traffic studies were not
available. Traffic volumes associated with the Cumulative Projects were compiled for each of the
study intersections and are shown on Figure	10. The Cumulative Projects traffic volumes were added
to the Opening Year 2024 traffic volumes to develop Opening Year 2024 Cumulative forecasts, which
are shown on Figure	11.
	
Peak	Hour	Intersection	Operation	

The results of the Opening Year 2024 Cumulative intersection analysis are summarized on Table	5.
Review of this table shows that, with the addition of ambient growth and Cumulative Project volumes,
the following study intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS E; PM: LOS F
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.
	



Trip	Generation	Estimates
Proj	# Description Land	Use

Daily In Out Total In Out Total
1 Noble Creek Vistas Single-Family Detached Housing 648 DU 6,117 120 360 480 404 237 641
2 Cougar Ranch Single-Family Detached Housing 148 DU 1,397 27 82 109 92 54 146
3 Oak Valley Greens Senior Center Senior Adult Housing-Detached 372 DU 1,588 29 60 89 68 44 112
4 Oak Valley Village Shopping Center 490.000 KSF 18,498 286 175 461 896 971 1,867
5 Kirkwood Ranch Single-Family Detached Housing 403 DU 3,804 75 224 299 251 147 398
6 Sundance Corporate Center General Office Building 300.000 KSF 2,922 299 49 348 55 290 345
7 Beaumont Commons Single-Family Detached Housing 120 DU 878 13 42 55 42 25 67
8 Tuscany Townhomes Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 188 DU 1,376 20 67 87 66 39 105
9 Prologis General Light Industrial 2,200.000 KSF 10,912 1,355 185 1,540 180 1,206 1,386

10 Beaumont Industrial Park Industrial Park 2,890.000 KSF 9,739 936 220 1,156 243 913 1,156
11 San Gorgonio Village Shopping Center 130.000 KSF 4,908 76 46 122 238 258 496
12 Jerome Taurek Single-Family Detached Housing 244 DU 2,303 45 135 180 152 89 241
13 Legacy Highlands (Phase 1) Single-Family Detached Housing 1,159 DU 6,963 128 346 474 394 231 625
14 Hidden Canyon Industrial Park No Land Use 2,890.000 KSF 5,438 221 119 340 125 253 378
15 Fairway Canyon Single-Family Detached Housing 1,650 DU 15,576 305 916 1,221 1,030 604 1,634
16 Potrero Creek Estates Single-Family Detached Housing 700 DU 6,608 130 389 519 437 256 693

High-Cube Fullfillment Center High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse 4,500.000 KSF 34,875 1,575 1,575 3,150 1,958 923 2,881
General Light Industrial General Light Industrial 500.000 KSF 2,480 308 42 350 41 274 315
Hotel Hotel 125 Room 1,045 35 24 59 38 37 75
Multipurpose Recreational Facility
(Go-Cart) Multipurpose Recreational Facility 77.00 KSF - - - - 152 124 276

Rock Climbing Rock Climbing Gym 26.000 KSF - 12 24 36 24 18 42
Miniature Golf Miniature Golf Course 36 Hole - - - - 4 8 12
Trampoline Park Trampoline Park 24.000 KSF - - - - 17 19 36
Bowling Alley Bowling Alley 40.000 KSF - 31 2 33 30 16 46

18 Beyond Beaumont Commercial 6.580 KSF 229 14 4 18 6 16 22
19 CUP 03629 Mini-Warehouse 90 Storage Units 1,616 64 61 125 88 88 176
20 TR 31966 Single-Family Detached Housing 60 DU 566 11 33 44 37 22 59
21 TTM 30545 Holbert Ranch Single-Family Detached Housing 131 DU 1,237 24 73 97 82 48 130

Borstein Property Single-Family Detached Housing 209 DU 1,973 39 116 155 130 76 206
San Gorgonio Crossing High-Cube Warehouse 1,861 KSF 3,126 141 64 205 69 154 223

Single-Family Detached Housing 988 DU 9,327 183 548 731 617 362 979
Shopping Center 126.000 KSF 4,757 73 45 118 230 250 480

American Villas Single-Family Detached Housing 36 DU 340 7 20 27 22 13 35
8th Street Condos Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 16 DU 117 2 6 8 6 3 9
Pennsylvania Ave Apartments Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 8.000 DU 59 1 3 4 3 2 5

25 Sundance Single-Family Detached Housing 4,716 DU 44,519 872 2,617 3,489 2,943 1,726 4,669

26 Rolling Hills Ranch Industrial
Prologis Warehousing 1,200.000 KSF 2,088 157 47 204 61 167 228

27 Dowling Orchard Business Park Warehousing 548.820 KSF 955 72 21 93 28 76 104
Farmer Boys Shopping Center 6.752 KSF 255 4 2 6 12 13 25
Ramona Tire / Firestone Shopping Center 4.792 KSF 181 3 2 5 9 9 18

29 Aspen Creek (TT 31426) Single-Family Detached Housing 106 DU 1,001 20 59 79 66 39 105
30 Taurek (Tract No. 31162) Single-Family Detached Housing 244 DU 2,303 45 135 180 152 89 241
31 Pacific Scene (Tract No. 32850) Single-Family Detached Housing 95 DU 897 18 53 71 59 35 94

Single-Family Detached Housing 2,000 DU 18,880 370 1,110 1,480 1,248 732 1,980
Shopping Center 49.005 KSF 1,850 29 17 46 90 97 187
Single-Family Detached Housing 2,041 DU 19,267 378 1,133 1,511 1,274 747 2,021
Shopping Center 95.832 KSF 3,618 56 34 90 175 190 365
Single Family Residential 3535 DU 33,370 654 1,962 2,616 2,206 1,294 3,500
Condos/Townhomes 453 DU 3,316 48 160 208 160 94 254
Active Park 48.000 Acre 37 1 0 1 3 2 5
Recreational Community Center 9.000 KSF 259 10 5 15 10 11 21
Elementary School 1200 Student 2,268 434 370 804 98 106 204
Commercial Retail 200.000 KSF 7,550 117 71 188 366 396 762

Four Seasons (Tract NO. 31462)

22

34 TTM 33931 Fiesta Oak Valley /
Mesa Verde Estates

TABLE	4
SUMMARY	OF	CUMULATIVE	PROJECTS

Quantity Units
AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

17

23 Heartland

24

28

32 Jack Rabbit Trail

33
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Trip	Generation	Estimates
Proj	# Description Land	Use

Daily In Out Total In Out Total

TABLE	4
SUMMARY	OF	CUMULATIVE	PROJECTS

Quantity Units
AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Single-Family Detached Housing 3,683 DU 34,768 681 2,044 2,725 2,298 1,348 3,646
Elementary School 1,200 Student 2,268 434 370 804 98 106 204
Middle School/Junior High School 900 Student 1,917 282 240 522 75 78 153
Business Park 1,579.000 KSF 19,643 385 246 631 305 358 663
Shopping Center 1,000.000 KSF 37,750 583 357 940 1,829 1,981 3,810
Single-Family Detached Housing 2,366 DU 22,335 438 1,313 1,751 1,476 866 2,342
Shopping Center 505.296 KSF 19,075 295 180 475 924 1,001 1,925

37 World Logistics Center Warehousing 21,450.000 KSF 37,323 2,810 837 3,647 1,094 2,982 4,076
Single-Family Detached Housing 193 DU 1,822 36 107 143 120 71 191
General Office Building 182.342 KSF 1,776 182 30 212 34 176 210
Shopping Center 130.244 KSF 4,917 76 46 122 238 258 496
General Light Industrial 59.512 KSF 295 37 5 42 5 33 38
General Office Building 49.876 KSF 486 50 8 58 9 48 57
Business Park 26.737 KSF 333 7 4 11 5 6 11
Shopping Center 69.827 KSF 2,636 41 25 66 128 138 266
General Office Building 2.363 KSF 23 2 0 2 0 2 2
Shopping Center 1.688 KSF 64 1 1 2 3 3 6
General Office Building 86.826 KSF 846 87 14 101 16 84 100
Shopping Center 62.019 KSF 2,341 36 22 58 113 123 236

42 TAZ 32 Single-Family Detached Housing 94 DU 887 17 52 69 59 34 93
General Light Industrial 35.109 KSF 174 22 3 25 3 19 22
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 41 DU 300 4 15 19 14 8 22
General Office Building 9.605 KSF 94 10 2 12 2 9 11
Business Park 78.147 KSF 972 19 12 31 15 18 33
Shopping Center 6.861 KSF 259 4 2 6 13 14 27
General Office Building 76.459 KSF 745 76 12 88 14 74 88
Shopping Center 54.613 KSF 2,062 32 19 51 100 108 208

45 TAZ 35 Single-Family Detached Housing 28 DU 264 5 16 21 17 10 27
46 TAZ 36 Single-Family Detached Housing 17 DU 160 3 9 12 11 6 17

Single-Family Detached Housing 6 DU 57 1 3 4 4 2 6
General Office Building 16.618 KSF 162 17 3 20 3 16 19
Shopping Center 11.870 KSF 448 7 4 11 22 24 46
General Office Building 97.269 KSF 947 97 16 113 18 94 112
Shopping Center 69.478 KSF 2,623 41 25 66 127 138 265
General Office Building 42.460 KSF 414 42 7 49 8 41 49
Shopping Center 103.023 KSF 3,889 60 37 97 188 204 392

50 TAZ 40 Single-Family Detached Housing 478 DU 4,512 88 265 353 298 175 473

51 Singleton Heights (Mastercraft) TR
26811 Single-Family Detached Housing 268 DU 2,530 50 149 199 167 98 265

52 Sunset Ranch (Osborne/Dunham)
TR 31450 Single-Family Detached Housing 231 DU 2,181 43 128 171 144 85 229 

Single-Family Detached Housing 689 DU 6,504 127 382 509 430 252 682 
Shopping Center 72.700 KSF 2,744 42 26 68 133 144 277

54 Beaumont Potrero Warehosue High-Cube Warehouse 577.920 KSF 971 44 20 64 21 48 69 

Total Project Trips 527,905 17,187 20,909 38,096 27,768 25,176 52,944

44 TAZ 34

49

48

47 TAZ 37

TAZ 38

TAZ 39

40 TAZ 30

TAZ 3141

43 TAZ 33

36 Sun Cal / Various Builders

38 TAZ 28

39 TAZ 29

35 Summerwind Ranch

DU = Dwelling Unit,  KSF = 1,000 square feet,  FP = Fueling Position

53 JP Ranch5
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2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site
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2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



TABLE	5
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

OPENING	YEAR	2024	CUMULATIVE	CONDITIONS

Traffic AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 295.0 F 537.9 F

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 220.6 F 289.1 F

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 46.0 E 229.3 F

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 25.6 D 29.7 D

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 15.6 C 26.0 D

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 16.0 C 22.2 C

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 26.0 C 31.1 C

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 11.2 B 12.1 B

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.1 B 11.8 B

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.4 A 8.8 A

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 33.4 C 54.8 D

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 60.0 F 115.2 F

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 359.2 F 1007.7 F

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 388.6 F 544.6 F

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 23.0 C 96.9 F

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 200.5 F 384.8 F

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay)
intersection approach.

Note:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service
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Opening	Year	2024	Plus	Cumulative	Projects	Plus	Project	(Phase	1)	Conditions	

Project-related traffic volumes for the Project were added to the Year 2024 Plus Cumulative Projects
forecasts to develop Opening Year 2024 Plus Project (Phase 1) traffic forecast volumes. The resulting
traffic volumes are shown on Figure	12.

The results of the Year 2024 Plus Project (Phase 1) intersection analysis are shown on Table	6.
Review of this table shows that, with the addition of ambient growth, cumulative project volumes,
and the project volumes, the following study intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of
Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – PM: LOS E
· #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – PM: LOS E
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 Westbound Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.
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LEGEND:

= Study Intersection

= AM/PM Peak Hour     
Turning Movement 
Volumes 

2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Traffic
Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 295.0 F 316.2 F 21.2 Yes 537.9 F 561.6 F 23.7 Yes

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 220.6 F 253.9 F 33.3 Yes 289.1 F 322.9 F 33.8 Yes

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 46.0 E 71.1 F 25.1 Yes 229.3 F 548.9 F 319.6 Yes

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 25.6 D 31.7 D 6.1 No 29.7 D 36.2 E 6.5 Yes

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 15.6 C 19.9 C 4.3 No 26.0 D 39.7 E 13.7 Yes

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 16.0 C 19.0 C 3.0 No 22.2 C 27.2 D 5.0 No

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 26.0 C 26.5 C 0.5 No 31.1 C 31.9 C 0.8 No

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 11.2 B 11.2 B 0.1 No 12.1 B 12.3 B 0.1 No

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.1 B 10.3 B 0.2 No 11.8 B 12.2 B 0.4 No

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.4 A 8.8 A 0.4 No 8.8 A 9.1 A 0.3 No 

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 33.4 C 34.2 C 0.8 No 54.8 D 56.2 E 1.4 Yes 

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 60.0 F 62.9 F 2.9 No 115.2 F 116.7 F 1.5 No 

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 359.2 F 361.6 F 2.4 No 1007.7 F 1008.0 F 0.3 No 

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 388.6 F 392.6 F 4.0 No 544.6 F 551.3 F 6.7 Yes 

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 23.0 C 25.4 C 2.4 No 96.9 F 104.8 F 7.9 Yes 

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 200.5 F 200.5 F 0.0 No 384.8 F 384.9 F 0.1 No 

D1 Cherry Valley Boulevard at West Project Dwy S - - 22.4 C - - - - 24.5 C - -

D2 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Middle Project Dwy S - - 4.1 A - - - - 7.8 A - -

D3 Cherry Valley Boulevard at East Project Dwy U - - 11.8 B - - - - 11.5 B - -

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay) intersection approach.

TABLE	6
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

OPENING	YEAR	2024	CUMULATIVE	PLUS	PROJECT	(PHASE	1)	CONDITIONS

Without	Project With	Project Without	Project With	Project

Notes:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service

Change	
in	Delay

Sig	
Effect?

Change	
in	Delay

Sig	
Effect?
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OPENING	YEAR	2027	CUMULATIVE	CONDITIONS	

The project Opening Year for Phases 1 and 2 is anticipated to be Year 2027. Opening Year 2027 traffic
forecasts have been developed by adding an ambient growth factor of 2.0 percent per year to Opening
Year 2027 Cumulative traffic volumes at the study intersections. The resulting traffic volumes are
shown on Figure	13.
	
Peak	Hour	Intersection	Operation	

The results of the Opening Year 2027 Cumulative intersection analysis are summarized on Table	7.
Review of this table shows that, with the addition of ambient growth and Cumulative Project volumes,
the following study intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.	
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2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



TABLE	7
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

OPENING	YEAR	2027	CUMULATIVE	CONDITIONS

Traffic AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 319.9 F 566.0 F

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 239.0 F 306.7 F

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 53.1 F 310.2 F

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 28.0 D 32.6 D

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 17.0 C 30.6 D

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 17.4 C 25.2 D

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 26.2 C 31.8 C

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 11.3 B 12.4 B

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.1 B 12.0 B

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.5 A 8.9 A

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 34.7 C 60.3 E

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 69.5 F 127.0 F

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 379.3 F 1036.3 F

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 409.9 F 566.0 F

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 25.6 C 105.3 F

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 200.5 F 388.7 F

Note:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service
-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay)
intersection approach.
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Opening	Year	2027	Plus	Cumulative	Projects	Plus	Project	(Phases	1	and	2)	Conditions	

Project-related traffic volumes for the Project were added to the Year 2027 Plus Cumulative Projects
forecasts to develop Opening Year 2027 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) traffic forecast volumes. The
resulting traffic volumes are shown on Figure	14.

The results of the Year 2027 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) intersection analysis are shown on Table	
8. Review of this table shows that, with the addition of ambient growth, cumulative project volumes,
and the project volumes, the following study intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of
Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS E; PM: LOS E
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 Westbound Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.
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LEGEND:

= Study Intersection

= AM/PM Peak Hour     
Turning Movement 
Volumes 

2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Traffic
Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 319.9 F 371.4 F 51.5 Yes 566.0 F 631.2 F 65.2 Yes

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 239.0 F 323.1 F 84.1 Yes 306.7 F 377.3 F 70.6 Yes

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 53.1 F 199.6 F 146.5 Yes 310.2 F 1417.6 F 1107.4 Yes

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 28.0 D 81.0 F 53.0 Yes 32.6 D 77.2 F 44.6 Yes

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 17.0 C 52.5 F 35.5 Yes 30.6 D 92.2 F 61.6 Yes

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 17.4 C 36.7 E 19.3 Yes 25.2 D 49.9 E 24.7 Yes

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 26.2 C 28.2 C 2.0 No 31.8 C 34.5 C 2.7 No

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 11.3 B 11.6 B 0.3 No 12.4 B 12.8 B 0.4 No

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.1 B 10.7 B 0.6 No 12.0 B 13.3 B 1.3 No

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.5 A 10.3 B 1.8 No 8.9 A 10.3 B 1.4 No 

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 34.7 C 37.8 D 3.1 No 60.3 E 67.2 E 6.9 Yes 

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 69.5 F 79.0 F 9.5 Yes 127.0 F 134.4 F 7.4 Yes 

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 379.3 F 404.8 F 25.5 Yes 1036.3 F 1057.6 F 21.3 Yes 

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 409.9 F 429.1 F 19.2 Yes 566.0 F 592.9 F 26.9 Yes 

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 25.6 C 44.6 D 19.0 No 105.3 F 125.5 F 20.2 Yes 

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 200.5 F 200.5 F 0.0 No 388.7 F 389.0 F 0.3 No 

D1 Cherry Valley Boulevard at West Project Dwy S - - 28.5 C - - - - 31.7 C - -

D2 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Middle Project Dwy S - - 8.7 A - - - - 11.4 B - -

D3 Cherry Valley Boulevard at East Project Dwy U - - 12.8 B - - - - 14.6 B - -

With	Project Change	
in	Delay

Sig	
Impact?

Notes:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay) intersection approach.

TABLE	8
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

OPENING	YEAR	2027	CUMULATIVE	PLUS	PROJECT	(PHASE	1	AND	2)	CONDITIONS

Without	Project With	Project Change	
in	Delay

Sig	
Impact?

Without	Project
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FUTURE	HORIZON	YEAR	CONDITIONS	

Horizon	Year	2040	Forecasts	

To derive intersection forecasts for the Horizon Year 2040 condition, the Riverside Transportation
Analysis Model (RivTAM) Base Year 2012 and Horizon Year 2040 future traffic projections were
used. The resulting traffic forecasts for Horizon Year conditions are shown on Figure	15.

The raw volumes obtained from the model output were post- processed by determining the annual
growth between the base model year and the future model year and applying the growth increment
to existing count volumes. This was accomplished using the B-Turns methodology developed by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). As a conservative approach, if a turning movement volume
produced by this process was less than the Opening Year 2027 Cumulative forecast volume for that
movement, manual adjustments were made to assure that all forecast Horizon Year volumes would
not be less than the Opening Year 2027 Cumulative forecast volumes. The RivTAM Model plots and
B-Turns worksheets are provided in Appendix	E

Horizon	Year	2040	Operating	Conditions	

Intersection Level of Service analysis was conducted for the Horizon Year 2040 conditions. The
resulting traffic volumes for Horizon Year 2040 conditions are shown on Figure 14 (previously
mentioned). The results of the intersection analysis are shown on Table	9.		

Review of this table indicates that, under Horizon Year 2040 conditions, the following intersections
would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – PM: LOS F
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.
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2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



TABLE	9
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

HORIZON	YEAR	2040	CONDITIONS

Traffic AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 319.9 F 577.9 F

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 275.3 F 354.5 F

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 172.0 F 759.7 F

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 84.0 F 87.6 F

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 53.4 F 138.6 F

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 32.2 D 78.0 F

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 29.4 C 32.9 C

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 13.3 B 15.2 C

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.7 B 12.1 B

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.8 A 9.5 A

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 36.8 D 71.0 E

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 92.9 F 158.5 F

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 379.3 F 1037.2 F

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 409.9 F 566.0 F

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 25.6 C 105.3 F

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 203.6 F 393.8 F

Note:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service
-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay)
intersection approach.
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Horizon	Year	2040	Plus	Project	(Phases	1	and	2)	Conditions	

Project-related traffic volumes for the Project were added to the Horizon Year 2040 forecasts to
develop Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) traffic forecast volumes. The resulting
traffic volumes are shown on Figure	16.

The results of the Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) intersection analysis are shown
on Table	10. Review of this table indicates that, under Horizon Year 2040 conditions, the following
intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
· #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

Intersection analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix	D.
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2. I-10 WB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

3. Calimesa Blvd at
Cherry Valley Blvd

4. Hannon St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

5. Union St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

6. Nancy St at
Cherry Valley Blvd

7. Beaumont Ave at
Cherry Valley Blvd

8. Hannon St at
Brookside Ave

9. Union St at
Brookside Ave

10. Oak View Dr at
Brookside Ave

11. Beaumont Ave at
Brookside Ave

16. Beaumont Ave at
Oak Valley Pkwy

14. I-10 WB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

13. I-10 EB Ramps at
Oak Valley Pkwy

12. Desert Lawn Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

15. Oak View Dr at
Oak Valley Pkwy

1. I-10 EB Ramps at
Cherry Valley Blvd

D1. Cherry Valley Blvd
at West Project Dwy

D2. Cherry Valley Blvd
at Middle Project Dwy

D3. Cherry Valley Blvd
at East Project Dwy

Project Site



AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Traffic
Int.	# Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 319.9 F 371.4 F 51.5 Yes 577.9 F 643.3 F 65.4 Yes

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 275.3 F 370.6 F 95.3 Yes 354.5 F 422.0 F 67.5 Yes 

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 172.0 F 729.8 F 557.8 Yes 759.7 F 3150.6 F 2390.9 Yes 

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 84.0 F 380.7 F 296.7 Yes 87.6 F 334.0 F 246.4 Yes 

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 53.4 F 141.4 F 88.0 Yes 138.6 F 235.1 F 96.5 Yes 

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard U 32.2 D 72.5 F 40.3 Yes 78.0 F 127.3 F 49.3 Yes 

7 Beaumont Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard S 29.4 C 30.9 C 1.5 No 32.9 C 35.0 C 2.1 No

8 Hannon Road at Brookside Avenue U 13.3 B 13.9 B 0.6 No 15.2 C 15.7 C 0.5 No 

9 Union Street at Brookside Avenue U 10.7 B 11.4 B 0.7 No 12.1 B 13.1 B 1.0 No

10 Oak View Drive at Brookside Avenue U 8.8 A 10.8 B 2.0 No 9.5 A 11.6 B 2.1 No 

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue S 36.8 D 41.2 D 4.4 No 71.0 E 79.7 E 8.7 Yes 

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway U 92.9 F 102.8 F 9.9 Yes 158.5 F 166.8 F 8.3 Yes 

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 379.3 F 401.8 F 22.5 Yes 1037.2 F 1058.5 F 21.3 Yes 

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway S 409.9 F 429.1 F 19.2 Yes 566.0 F 592.9 F 26.9 Yes 

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway S 25.6 C 44.6 D 19.0 No 105.3 F 125.5 F 20.2 Yes 

16 Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway S 203.6 F 205.1 F 1.5 No 393.8 F 395.8 F 2.0 No 

D1 Cherry Valley Boulevard at West Project Dwy S - - 51.6 D - - - - 47.2 D - -

D2 Cherry Valley Boulevard at Middle Project Dwy S - - 9.2 A - - - - 11.4 B - -

D3 Cherry Valley Boulevard at East Project Dwy U - - 13.5 B - - - - 16.1 C - -

Sig	
Impact?

Notes:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay) intersection approach.

TABLE	10
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

HORIZON	YEAR	2040	PLUS	PROJECT	(PHASE	1	AND	2)	CONDITIONS

Without	Project With	Project Change	
in	Delay

Sig	
Impact?

Without	Project With	Project Change	
in	Delay
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RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS	

Based on the impact criteria presented earlier in the report (page 5), the project effects would be
considered significant at the following intersections under Opening Year 2024, Opening Year 2027,
and Horizon Year 2040 conditions:

· #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard	
· #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue	
· #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway	
· #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway	
· #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway	
· #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway	

Implementation of the following improvements under Opening Year 2024, Opening Year 2027, and
Horizon Year 2040 are recommended to either bring the intersection to an acceptable Level of
Service or mitigate the project’s effect at the study intersection:

#1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Install a traffic signal 	
· Add a westbound left-turn lane	
· Add an eastbound right-turn lane	
· Add a southbound right-turn lane	

#2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Install a traffic signal
· Add a northbound left-turn lane
· Add an eastbound left-turn lane
· Add a westbound right-turn lane

#3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane
· Install a traffic signal

#4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane
· Install a traffic signal
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#5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane
· Install a traffic signal

#6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane
· Add a dedicated eastbound right-turn lane

#11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue

· Add EB right-turn overlap phase
· Add WB right-turn lane
· Add WB right-turn overlap phase
· Traffic Signal relocation and modification

#12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane

#13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway

· Add a 2nd southbound left-turn lane
· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane

#14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway

· Add a northbound left-turn lane
· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Add a 2nd westbound through lane

#15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway

· Add a 2nd eastbound through lane
· Modify southbound right-turn lane to free right-turn lane
· Traffic Signal relocation and modification
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A summary of the intersection operation before and after implementation of the recommended
improvements is provided on Table	11. Recommended improvements may include a combination of
fee payments to established programs, construction of specific improvements, payment of a fair-
share contribution toward future improvements toward future improvements, or a combination of
these approaches. A summary of which improvements are part of the regional TUMF program are
shown on Table	12. The project fair share proportion at deficient study intersections under Opening
Year 2024, Opening Year 2027, and Horizon Year 2040 are shown on Tables	 13,	 14,	 and 15,	
respectively.

I-10/CHERRY	VALLEY	BOULEVARD	INTERCHANGE	

The City of Calimesa, with Caltrans and the County of Riverside proposes to reconstruct the Interstate
10 (I-10)/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange to relieve congestion and improve traffic operations.

The Locally Preferred Alternative will include the following improvements:

· Widen Cherry Valley Boulevard to two lanes in each direction
· Add turn pockets along Cherry Valley Boulevard approaching on-ramps
· Add pedestrian crosswalks and curb ramps
· Reconstruct and realign on- and off-ramps
· Realign Calimesa Boulevard north of the I-10/Cherry Valley Boulevard interchange
· Provide channelized turning on Cherry Valley Boulevard to Calimesa Boulevard
· Install new traffic signals
· Construct sidewalks and bicycle lanes along Cherry Valley Boulevard
· Add a 1,300-foot-long auxiliary lane to the eastbound off-ramp and 3,400-foot-long auxiliary

lane to the westbound on-ramp

The project proposes to contribute towards the planned improvements at the I-10/Cherry Valley
Boulevard interchange by a payment of TUMF fee and or fair share contribution.

SITE	ADJACENT	ROADWAY	IMPROVEMENTS	

The project would construct the following site adjacent roadway improvements:

§ Cherry	Valley	Boulevard	
o Construction along the Project frontage to its ultimate half width as an Arterial

Highway  (128-foot  right-of-way).  A  raised  median  will  be  constructed  by  the  San
Gorgonio Crossing project to the north.

§ Brookside	Avenue	
o Construction along the Project frontage to its ultimate halfwidth as a Secondary

Highway (88-foot right-of-way)
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SITE	ACCESS	IMPROVEMENTS	

Project access would consist of three driveways along Cherry Valley Boulevard. The west and middle
project driveways would be signalized, and the east project driveway would be an unsignalized right-
in-right-out (RIRO) driveway. The project would construct the following site access improvements:

§ Cherry	Valley	Boulevard	
o West Project Driveway

• A signal modification to provide a four-legged traffic signal (future traffic
signal to be installed by adjacent development).

o Middle Project Driveway
• Install new traffic signal
• Construct a 300-foot dedicated eastbound right-turn pocket into the project

driveway.
• One dedicated left-turn and one dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound

approach
o East Project Driveway

• Install a stop sign on the northbound approach and permit right-in-right-out
access only.

§ Brookside	Avenue	
o No project-related access is planned along Brookside Avenue.



Traffic	
Int.	# Intersection Improvements Peak	Hour Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

AM S 295.0 F 316.2 F 85.1 F 319.9 F 371.4 F 115.1 F 319.9 F 371.4 F 115.1 F

PM S 537.9 F 561.6 F 168.6 F 566.0 F 631.2 F 222.2 F 577.9 F 643.3 F 228.0 F

AM S 220.6 F 253.9 F 82.5 F 239.0 F 323.1 F 88.7 F 275.3 F 370.6 F 113.4 F

PM S 289.1 F 322.9 F 21.7 C 306.7 F 377.3 F 21.5 C 354.5 F 422.0 F 21.5 C

AM S 46.0 E 71.1 F 8.6 A 53.1 F 199.6 F 8.5 A 172.0 F 729.8 F 9.7 A

PM S 229.3 F 548.9 F 10.0 A 310.2 F 1417.6 F 10.8 B 759.7 F 3150.6 F 12.9 B

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- 28.0 D 81.0 F 6.1 A 84.0 F 380.7 F 9.8 A

PM S 29.7 D 36.2 E 3.7 A 32.6 D 77.2 F 4.1 A 87.6 F 334.0 F 5.8 A

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- 17.0 C 52.5 F 14.5 B 53.4 F 141.4 F 22.2 C

PM S 26.0 D 39.7 E 4.0 A 30.6 D 92.2 F 4.8 A 138.6 F 235.1 F 5.5 A

AM U -- -- -- -- -- -- 17.4 C 36.7 E 12.5 B 32.2 D 72.5 F 14.6 B

PM U -- -- -- -- -- -- 25.2 D 49.9 E 13.8 B 78.0 F 127.3 F 19.5 C

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

PM S 54.8 D 56.2 E 27.0 C 60.3 E 67.2 E 28.6 C 71.0 E 79.7 E 30.5 C

AM U -- -- -- -- -- -- 69.5 F 79.0 F 19.2 C 92.9 F 102.8 F 30.5 D

PM U -- -- -- -- -- -- 127.0 F 134.4 F 27.0 D 158.5 F 166.8 F 47.0 E

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- 379.3 F 404.8 F 145.4 F 379.3 F 401.8 F 144.3 F

PM S -- -- -- -- -- -- 1036.3 F 1057.6 F 428.1 F 1037.2 F 1058.5 F 427.0 F

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- 409.9 F 429.1 F 290.8 F 409.9 F 429.1 F 290.8 F

PM S 544.6 F 551.3 F 217.6 F 566.0 F 592.9 F 235.6 F 566.0 F 592.9 F 235.6 F

AM S -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

PM S 96.9 F 104.8 F 10.0 B 105.3 F 125.5 F 11.5 B 105.3 F 125.5 F 11.5 B

With	
Improvements

Construct Traffic Signal (TUMF)
Add WB left-turn lane (TUMF)
Add EB right-turn lane (TUMF)
Add SB right-turn lane (TUMF)
Construct Traffic Signal (TUMF)
Add NB left-turn lane (TUMF)
Add EB left-turn lane
Add WB right-turn lane

Add NB left-turn lane (TUMF)
Add 2nd EB through lane (TUMF)
Add 2nd WB through lane (TUMF)

Opening	Year	2027

Without	Project With	Project With	
Improvements

Add 2nd EB through lane (TUMF)
Modify SB right-turn lane to free right-turn lane
Traffic Signal relocation and modification

Add 2nd EB through lane
Add 2nd WB through lane
Construct Traffic Signal

Add 2nd EB through lane
Add 2nd WB through lane
Construct Traffic Signal

Add 2nd EB through lane
Add 2nd WB through lane
Add dedicated EB right-turn lane

Add EB right-turn overlap
Add WB right-turn lane with overlap
Add WB right-turn lane
Traffic Signal relocation and modification

Add 2nd EB through lane (TUMF)

Add 2nd SB left-turn lane (TUMF)
Add 2nd EB through lane (TUMF)
Add 2nd WB through lane (TUMF)

TABLE	11
SUMMARY	OF	INTERSECTION	OPERATION

RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS

Without	Project With	Project Without	Project With	Project

Opening	Year	2024 Horizon	Year	2040

With	
Improvements

Notes:
- Bold values indicate intersections operating at an unacceptable Level of Service

-  Delay values for unsignalized intersections represent the average vehicle delay on the worst (highest delay) intersection approach.

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard

3

4

Add 2nd EB through lane (TUMF)
Add 2nd WB through lane (TUMF)
Construct Traffic Signal

5

6

Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard

Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard

Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard

Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard

Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue11

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway
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# Intersection Juridsiction Recommended	Improvements Improvements	
in	TUMF?

Construct Traffic Signal Yes
Add WB left-turn lane Yes
Add EB right-turn lane Yes
Add SB right-turn lane Yes

Construct Traffic Signal Yes
Add NB left-turn lane Yes
Add EB left-turn lane Yes
Add WB right-turn lane Yes

Add 2nd EB through lane Yes
Add 2nd WB through lane Yes
Construct Traffic Signal No

Add 2nd EB through lane No
Add 2nd WB through lane No
Construct Traffic Signal No

Add 2nd EB through lane No
Add 2nd WB through lane No
Construct Traffic Signal No

Add 2nd EB through lane No
Add 2nd WB through lane No
Add dedicated EB right-turn lane No

Add EB right-turn overlap No
Add WB right-turn lane with overlap No
Add WB right-turn lane No

Add 2nd EB through lane Yes

Add a 2nd SB left-turn lane Yes
Add a 2nd EB through lane Yes
Add a 2nd WB through lane Yes

Add NB left-turn lane Yes
Add 2nd EB through lane Yes
Add 2nd WB through lane Yes

Add 2nd EB through lane Yes
Modify SB right-turn lane to free right-
turn lane No

Riverside County

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry
Valley Boulevard

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside
Avenue

TABLE	12

SUMMARY	OF	RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS	IN	TUMF	PROGRAM

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley
Boulevard Caltrans

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley
Boulevard Caltrans

Calimesa

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley
Boulevard Riverside County

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley
Boulevard

Beaumont

13

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley
Boulevard Riverside County

I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley
Parkway Caltrans

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley
Parkway Caltrans

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley
Parkway Beaumont

Beaumont/
Riverside County

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley
Parkway
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TABLE	13

SUMMARY	OF	PROJECT	FAIR	SHARE	FOR	RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS	-	OPENING	YEAR	2024

AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Total	Volume Total Project Total	Volume Total Project
Int.	# Intersection 2021 2024 Growth Trips %-age 2021 2024 Growth Trips %-age

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,532 2,885 1,353 118 8.7% 1,646 3,898 2,252 115 5.1%

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,345 2,605 1,260 206 16.3% 1,056 3,024 1,968 243 12.3%

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard 799 1,541 742 206 27.8% 915 1,866 951 243 25.6%

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard 729 1,164 435 101 23.2% 806 1,357 551 111 20.1%

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard 643 1,053 410 90 22.0% 742 1,265 523 100 19.1%

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue 951 1,824 873 42 4.8% 1,220 2,372 1,152 46 4.0%

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 935 1,418 483 11 2.3% 1,103 1,992 889 11 1.2%

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,413 3,034 1,621 15 0.9% 1,693 4,469 2,776 33 1.2%

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,811 4,150 2,339 37 1.6% 1,905 5,683 3,778 43 1.1%

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 1,518 3,084 1,566 37 2.4% 1,686 3,756 2,070 43 2.1%
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TABLE	14

SUMMARY	OF	PROJECT	FAIR	SHARE	FOR	RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS	-	OPENING	YEAR	2027

AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Total	Volume Total Project Total	Volume Total Project
Int.	# Intersection 2021 2027 Growth Trips %-age 2021 2027 Growth Trips %-age

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,532 3,126 1,594 267 16.8% 1,646 4,127 2,481 246 9.9%

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,345 2,960 1,615 472 29.2% 1,056 3,335 2,279 478 21.0%

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard 799 1,854 1,055 472 44.7% 915 2,157 1,242 478 38.5%

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard 729 1,471 742 365 49.2% 806 1,639 833 344 41.3%

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard 643 1,330 687 328 47.7% 742 1,518 776 310 39.9%

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard 565 1,168 603 254 42.1% 689 1,392 703 242 34.4%

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue 951 1,986 1,035 148 14.3% 1,220 2,539 1,319 139 10.5%

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 935 1,500 565 37 6.5% 1,103 2,080 977 34 3.5%

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,413 3,221 1,808 115 6.4% 1,693 4,662 2,969 124 4.2%

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,811 4,363 2,552 143 5.6% 1,905 5,892 3,987 137 3.4%

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 1,518 3,284 1,766 143 8.1% 1,686 3,951 2,265 137 6.0%
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TABLE	15

SUMMARY	OF	PROJECT	FAIR	SHARE	FOR	RECOMMENDED	IMPROVEMENTS	-	HORIZON	YEAR	2040

AM	Peak	Hour PM	Peak	Hour

Total	Volume Total Project Total	Volume Total Project
Int.	# Intersection 2021 2040 Growth Trips %-age 2021 2040 Growth Trips %-age

1 I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,532 3,126 1,594 267 16.8% 1,646 4,151 2,505 246 9.8%

2 I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard 1,345 3,325 1,980 472 23.8% 1,056 3,569 2,513 478 19.0%

3 Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard 799 2,187 1,388 472 34.0% 915 2,351 1,436 478 33.3%

4 Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard 729 1,662 933 365 39.1% 806 1,907 1,101 344 31.2%

5 Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard 643 1,638 995 328 33.0% 742 1,978 1,236 310 25.1%

6 Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard 565 1,324 759 254 33.5% 689 1,691 1,002 242 24.2%

11 Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue 951 2,058 1,107 148 13.4% 1,220 2,668 1,448 139 9.6%

12 Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 935 1,876 941 37 3.9% 1,103 2,393 1,290 34 2.6%

13 I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,413 3,455 2,042 115 5.6% 1,693 4,698 3,005 124 4.1%

14 I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway 1,811 4,363 2,552 143 5.6% 1,905 5,892 3,987 137 3.4%

15 Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway 1,518 3,284 1,766 143 8.1% 1,686 3,951 2,265 137 6.0%

Beaumont Summit Station
Traffic  Study
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SUMMARY	OF	FINDINGS	AND	CONCLUSIONS	

· This study has been prepared to evaluate the traffic-related effects of the proposed Beaumont
Summit Station project. The project consists of a 1,213,235 square-foot high-cube short-term
storage building, with 20,000 square feet of office space, a 985,860 square-foot high-cube
short-term storage building with 20,000 square feet of office space, a 358,370 square-foot
general warehouse with 10,000 square feet of office space, a 220-room hotel, a 25,000 square
foot shopping center, a 15,000 square foot high-turnover (sit-down) restaurant, and a 10,000
square foot fast-food restaurant with drive-through.  The project will be conducted in two
phases, with the Light Industrial uses being constructed in Phase 1 and completed in 2024,
and the Commercial uses being constructed in Phase 2 and complete in 2027. The project is
located immediately east of the I-10 Freeway and in between Cherry Valley Boulevard and
Brookside Avenue.

· Weekday morning peak hour and weekday evening peak hour operating conditions were
evaluated at 16 study intersections for the following study scenarios:

o Existing Conditions
o Opening Year 2024 Cumulative
o Opening Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project (Phase 1)
o Opening Year 2027 Cumulative
o Opening Year 2027 Cumulative Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2)
o Horizon Year 2040
o Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2)

· Under Existing Conditions, the following study intersections would operate at an
unacceptable Level of Service:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS E, PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F

· Phase  1  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  generate  4,667  daily  PCE  trips,  with  303  PCE  trips
during the morning peak hour and 362 PCE during the evening peak hour.

· Phases 1 and 2 of the project is estimated to generate 13,152 daily PCE trips, with 835 PCE
trips during the morning peak hour and 832 PCE trips during the evening peak hour.

· Ambient traffic growth at a rate of 2.0 percent per year was added to Existing Conditions to
develop Opening Year 2024 forecasts.

· Under Opening Year 2024 Cumulative Conditions, the following intersections would operate
at an unacceptable Level of Service with the addition of ambient growth:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
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o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS E; PM: LOS F
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

· Under Opening Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project (Phase 1) Conditions, the following
intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service with the of project traffic:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 Westbound Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS E; PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

· Ambient traffic growth at a rate of 2.0 percent per year was added to Opening Year 2024
volumes to develop Opening Year 2027 forecasts.

· Under Opening Year 2027 Cumulative Conditions, the following intersections would operate
at an unacceptable Level of Service with the addition of ambient growth:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

· Under Opening Year 2027 Cumulative Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) Conditions, the following
intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service with the of project traffic:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
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o #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS F
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 Westbound Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

· To derive forecasts for Horizon Year 2040 Conditions, RivTAM 2012 and 2040 forecasts were
used.

· Under Horizon Year 2040 Conditions, the following intersections would operate at an
unacceptable Level of Service.

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – PM: LOS F
o #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – PM: LOS E
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F

· Under Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project (Phases 1 and 2) Conditions, the following
intersections would continue to operate at an unacceptable Level of Service:

o #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #3 – Calimesa Boulevard at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #4 – Hannon Road at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #5 – Union Street at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #6 – Nancy Avenue at Cherry Valley Boulevard – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #11 – Beaumont Avenue at Brookside Avenue – AM: LOS E; PM: LOS F
o #12 – Desert Lawn Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #13 – I-10 EB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #14 – I-10 WB Ramps at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #15 – Oak View Drive at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
o #16 – Beaumont Avenue at Oak Valley Parkway – AM: LOS F; PM: LOS F
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· Recommended improvements to either bring the intersection to an acceptable Level of Service
or mitigate the project’s effect at deficient study intersections have been addressed.

· Recommended improvements may include a combination of fee payments to established
programs, construction of specific improvements, payment of a fair-share contribution toward
future improvements toward future improvements, or a combination of these approaches.





Beaumont Summit Station Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report Section 3 – Errata to the Draft EIR 

City of Beaumont July 2022 

Table A: Summary of Queuing Storage Capacity 





Opening	Year	2024 Opening	Year	2024	
Plus	Phase	1 Opening	Year	2027 Opening	Year	2027	

Plus	Phases	1	and	2

I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd Southbound 1,150 3,572 3,705 3,733 4,114

I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd Northbound 1,050 1,435 1,574 1,485 1,738

95th	Percentile	PM	Peak	Hour	Queue	Length	(ft/ln)

TABLE	A
SUMMARY	OF	QUEUEING	STORAGE	CAPACITY

BEAUMONT	SUMMIT	STATION

Storage	Capacity	(ft)Intersection Movement

Beaumont Summit Station
DEIR Review Comments and Responses

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
June 2022
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