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1.0 Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1

OVERVIEW

This document, combined with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) constitutes
the Final EIR (FEIR) for the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project (Project). The Draft EIR
describes existing environmental conditions relevant to the proposal, evaluates the Project's
potential environmental effects, and identifies mitigation measures to reduce or avoid
potentially significant impacts. The State-identified Draft EIR public review and comment
period was from May 2, 2007 through June 15, 2007. The City accepted written comments
on the Project and Draft EIR for inclusion in this Final EIR through June 22, 2007.
1.2

CONTENT AND FORMAT

Subsequent to this introductory section, Section 2.0 of this document presents revisions and
corrections to the Draft EIR. No substantive revisions or corrections are required, and the
analysis and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Responses to comments received
on the Draft EIR are presented at Section 3.0. The EIR Mitigation Monitoring Plan is presented
at Section 4.0.
1.3

DRAFT EIR COMMENTORS

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals have provided written comments
on the Draft EIR. Comment letters, and responses to those comments are presented at
Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
State Agencies
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
State of California, Native American Heritage Commission
State of California, Public Utilities Commission
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Regional/County Agencies
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Waste Management Department
Santa Ana Region, California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Southern California Association of Governments
Local Agencies
City of Banning
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians
Private Organizations and Individuals
Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth
Mary A. Daniel
Dave and Nancy Hall
1.4

POINT OF CONTACT

The point of contact and Lead Agency for this Project is the City of Beaumont. Any
questions about the preparation of this document, its assumptions, or its conclusions,
should be referred to:
Mr. Ernest A. Egger, AICP, Director
Community Development/Planning Department
City of Beaumont
550 E. Sixth Street
Beaumont, California 92223
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2.0 Revisions and Corrections

2.0 REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS
2.1

OVERVIEW

This Section presents a summary of the Draft EIR text revisions and errata corrections that
were made based on comments received on the Draft EIR. All text revisions and errata
corrections are incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR. Text changes are noted under
the chapter or topical section of the Draft EIR where they are located. Where text revisions
or corrections are provided in the context of a response to comments on the Draft EIR, the
revision/correction is summarized and correlating response is also noted, and should be
referred to for the full text revision. All comments on the Draft EIR and responses to
comments are presented at FEIR Section 3.0, “Draft EIR Comments and Responses.”
2.2

TEXT REVISIONS AND ERRATA CORRECTIONS

Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description
In response to a comment received from C. Robert Ferguson on behalf of Beaumont
Citizens for Responsible Growth, the discussion of the ultimate alignment of Potrero
Boulevard at Draft EIR Page 3-3 is amended to clarify the description. The complete text
revision is presented at Response BCRG-6 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Draft EIR Section 4.1, Land Use
In response to a comment from the Riverside County Waste Management District, the
discussion of existing land uses at Draft EIR Page 4.1-3 is amended to address specific
activities related to the Lamb Canyon Landfill. The complete text revision is presented at
Response RCWM-2 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Figure 4.1.1a is provided in response to a comment from the Riverside County Waste
Management District. This Figure replaces Draft EIR Figure 4.1.1, which incorrectly
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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portrays the existing boundaries of the Lamb Canyon Landfill. A complete discussion of
this graphic revision, along with a copy of the revised Figure 4.1.1a, is found at Response
RCWM-3 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources
In response to a comment received from the Native American Heritage Commission,
Mitigation Measure 4.5.3 has been revised to ensure that, should significant cultural
resources be identified as part of monitoring efforts during construction, affected areas
within the Project site would be avoided to the extent feasible. The revised Mitigation
Measure is presented in its entirety at Response NAHC-6 in the following Section 3.0 of this
Final EIR. This revision to mitigation measure 4.5.3 is also incorporated in the Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, presented in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.
Draft EIR Section 4.7, Traffic and Circulation
In response to a comment received from Mary A. Daniel, a portion of Table 4.7-11 is
amended to correct a discrepancy in the required timing of circulation improvements. The
Table included in the Draft EIR incorrectly refers to improvements as being required “prior
to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy within Phase II.” This is corrected to
read “prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit within Phase II of the Project,”
consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.7.2. The corrected Table 4.7-11
is presented at Response MD-11 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Draft EIR Section 4.8, Air Quality
In response to comments received from the Riverside County Waste Management
Department and Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, additional text was
incorporated to address the State’s adoption of the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
A discussion of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions sources; GHG constituents and GHG
causal effects; and policies and strategies germane to GHG emissions monitoring and
reduction are presented in Final EIR Attachment A, and referenced at Responses RCWM-13
and BCRG-18. It should be noted that no standards of significance have been adopted for
greenhouse gas emissions and consequently the Project has not been found to have a
significant greenhouse gas impact. Nonetheless, in support of the goals of the Act the
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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discussion at Attachment A establishes Project consistency with applicable Climate Action
Team Report Strategies and supports the determination that the Project will therefore not
interfere or otherwise conflict with applicable provisions of the Act. In further support of
the Act, an additional mitigation measure is incorporated in the Project, requiring
monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions.
Additionally, in response to a comment received from the Riverside County Waste
Management Department, the Draft EIR is amended to include an assessment of Project
PM2.5 emissions. The discussion of PM2.5 emissions is presented as part of Response
RCWM-11 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Section 4.9, Noise
In response to a comment received from C. Robert Ferguson on behalf of Beaumont
Citizens for Responsible Growth, Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1 is replaced with revised Figure 4.91a, which presents a more recent iteration of the proposed alignment of Potrero Boulevard
in relation to the Legacy Highlands Project. The complete discussion of this revision, along
with the revised Figure 4.9-1a, is presented at Response BCRG-23 in the following Section
3.0 of this Final EIR.
Additionally, the language in Mitigation Measure 4.9.4 has been corrected to specify that
the submittal of the Project’s acoustical analysis will be required prior to the submittal of
Final Map(s).

For clarity, the revised measure is presented below in a

bold

underline/strikeout format. This revision is also reflected in the Mitigation Monitoring
Plan presented at Final EIR Section 4.0.
4.9.4

Prior to the approval of Final Tract Map(s), the Project proponent shall
submit, and the City Engineer shall review and approve an acoustical
analysis that determines the precise locations where noise levels could exceed
City of Beaumont exterior and interior noise standards.
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This analysis shall also identify adequate noise-reducing measures, including
but not limited to increased building setbacks and the construction of sound
walls. Recommended noise-reducing measures shall be incorporated in the
Project grading and building plans, to the satisfaction of the City of
Beaumont.
Section 4.10, Utilities and Public Services
In response to comments received from the Riverside County Waste Management
Department, an additional mitigation measure has been incorporate incorporated to ensure
that, to the extent feasible, the Project acts to minimize waste during construction and
demolition. The complete text of this additional mitigation measure is included in
Response RCWM-15 in the following Section 3.0 of this Final EIR. This mitigation measure
is also incorporated in the Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan, presented at Section 4.0 of
this Final EIR.
Further, the language in Mitigation Measures 4.10.6, 4.10.8, and 4.10.9 has been corrected
to specify that the identification of the Project’s water supply facilities, sewage conveyance
facilities and treatment capacity, and stormwater management and treatment facilities will
be required prior to the submittal of Final Map(s). For clarity, these revised measures are
presented below in a bold underline/strikeout format. Revisions to these measures are
also reflected in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan presented in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.
4.10.6 For each phase of development, and to the satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that water supplies and delivery systems are
available to meet Project-related water demands. Proposed water supply and
delivery systems shall be identified at the time of tentative Final Map
approval.
In addition to required comprehensive completion of major infrastructure
systems as provided for under Mitigation Measure 4.10.1, water production
and delivery systems required to serve each phase of development shall be in
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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place at the time of Tentative Final Map approval, or shall be assured
through the use of bonds or other sureties to the City's satisfaction.
Prior to the approval of Final Map(s), the Project proponent shall provide
documentation verifying that BCVWD has determined that sufficient
capacity is available to accommodate the subject phase of development, plus
existing development, and other approved projects in the same service area,
and other projects which have received commitments for water service.
Offsite and onsite water infrastructure systems, sufficient to provide
adequate water to the subject phase of development shall be in place prior to
the approval of Final Map(s), or their financing shall be assured to the
satisfaction of the City, consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision
Map Act.
Offsite and onsite water distribution systems required to serve the subject
phase of development shall be in place and capable of water delivery at
sufficient quantity and pressure prior to the issuance of any building
permits. Model homes may be exempted from this requirement as determined
appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by the City.
4.10.8 For each phase of development, and to the satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that appropriate sewage conveyance and
adequate treatment capacity are available to meet Project-related demands.
In addition to required comprehensive completion of major infrastructure
systems as provided for under Mitigation Measure 4.10.1, all required
sanitary sewer infrastructure required to serve each phase of development
shall be in place at the time of Tentative Final Map approval, or shall be
assured through the use of bonds or other sureties to the City's satisfaction.
Demonstrated sewage/wastewater treatment capacity shall also be provided
at the time of Tentative Final Map approval.
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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Prior to Final Map approval, the Project proponent shall provide
documentation that sufficient wastewater conveyance and treatment
capacities are available to accommodate the subject phase of development,
plus existing development, and other approved projects using the same
conveyance lines/treatment facilities, and projects which have received
sewage treatment capacity commitment(s).
Onsite and offsite sewage conveyance systems required to serve each phase
of development shall be in place prior to the approval of Final Map(s), or their
financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City, consistent with the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act.
Sewage conveyance systems within each phase of development shall be in
place and connected to the City sewage disposal system prior to the issuance
of any building permits. Model homes may be exempted from this policy as
determined appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by the City.
4.10.9 For each phase of development, and to the satisfaction of the City, County,
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that appropriate stormwater management and
treatment facilities are available to meet Project-related requirements. All
required stormwater management systems and facilities required to serve
each phase of development shall be in place at the time of Tentative Final
Map approval, or shall be assured through the use of bonds or other sureties
to the City's satisfaction. Demonstrated stormwater conveyance capacities
and treatment capabilities shall also be provided at the time of Tentative
Final Map approval.
Prior to Final Map approval, the Project proponent shall provide
documentation that sufficient capacity is available to accommodate the
subject phase of development, plus existing development, and other approved
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projects using the same stormwater management systems and/or treatment
facilities, and projects which have received stormwater conveyance/treatment
commitment(s).
Onsite and offsite stormwater conveyance/treatment systems required to
serve each phase of development shall be in place prior to the approval of
Final Map(s), or their financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the
City, consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act.
Stormwater management/treatment systems within each phase of
development shall be in place and connected to the area drainage
management system prior to the issuance of any building permits. Model
homes may be exempted from this policy as determined appropriate by the
City, and subject to approval by the City.
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3.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The following Section presents written comments received pursuant to public review of the
Draft EIR, and provides responses to those comments. Comments have been organized
categorically by agency/author under the general headings of: State agencies, County and
regional agencies, municipal and local agencies, and those comments received from other
organizations and/or individuals. Each comment letter has been assigned an identifying
designation (generally an acronym or name abbreviation), and comments within each letter
have been numbered.

Commentor correspondence and correlating responses are

presented on the following pages. Table 3-1 lists all Draft EIR commentors and the
designation assigned to each.

Table 3-1
Draft EIR Commentors
State Agencies
SCH
NAHC
PUC

State Clearinghouse
Native American Heritage Commission
State of California Public Utilities Commission

County and Regional Agencies
RCFC

Riverside County Flood Control and W ater Conservation District

RCW M

Riverside County W aste Management Department

RW QCB

Santa Ana Region, California Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCAG

Southern California Association of Governments
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Table 3-1
Draft EIR Commentors
M unicipal and Local Agencies
BAN

City of Banning

SCRD

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Other Organizations and Individuals
BCRG
MD
DNH

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth - C. Robert Ferguson (Four letters)
M ary Daniel
Dave and Nancy Hall
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
SCH NO. 2005031155
Letter Dated June 18, 2007
Response SCH-1
State Clearinghouse receipt of the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report is acknowledged, as is distribution of the Draft EIR to the listed State
Agencies. The review period closing date (June 15, 2007) is noted. The State-assigned
Clearinghouse reference number (SCH No. 2005031155) is acknowledged and will be used
in future correspondence regarding the Project and EIR.
Response SCH-2
The provisions of Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21104 (c) cited by the State
Clearinghouse (SCH) are acknowledged, and are reiterated below for ease of reference:
A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments
regarding those activities involved in a project which are within an area of
expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out or approved
by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by specific
documentation.
Where applicable, the Lead Agency has cited the above provisions and parameters of PRC
Section 21104 (c) in its responses to comments on the Draft EIR.
Response SCH-3
SCH notes that comments accompanying the SCH notice are to be employed in preparing
the Final EIR, and further, that commenting agencies should be contacted directly should
additional information or clarification be required. Comments forwarded by SCH and
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responses to those comments are incorporated in this Final EIR. Additional information
regarding, or clarification of, comments has been requested directly from commenting
agencies when necessary. SCH acknowledges that the Lead Agency has complied with
SCH review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA, and that
the SCH is available to answer any additional questions regarding the environmental
review process. Point of Contact information provided by the commentor is noted.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
Letter Dated May 25, 2007
Response NAHC-1
NAHC notes its status as a Trustee Agency, and identifies applicable CEQA requirements
addressing protection and preservation of historical resources, including archaeological
resources. NAHC Trustee Agency status is recognized, as are CEQA requirements and
NAHC’s role and responsibilities in efforts to preserve and protect the State’s valuable
cultural resources (paleontological, archaeological, and historical).
Response NAHC-2
Requirements and guidance provided by NAHC regarding cultural resources records
research and survey methodologies are acknowledged. California Historic Resources
Information Center contact requirements and information cited by NAHC are recognized.
As noted at Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, a comprehensive cultural resources
records search and inventory was conducted for the Project site by McKenna et al.,
Consulting Archaeologist, in September 2003. All cultural records research and surveys
have been conducted for the Project consistent with NAHC guidance and protocols.
Response NAHC-3
NAHC provides Sacred Lands File (SLF) and tribal contact/research information. All SLF
research for the Project has been conducted consistent with NAHC protocols and guidance.
As noted at Draft EIR, Page 4.5-8, “McKenna et al. contacted the Native American Heritage
Commission and requested information on the presence/absence of sacred or religious sites
in the area of concern and received responses that included the names of interested Native
American representatives in Riverside County that would like to be kept informed of such
investigations. Follow-up letters were sent to these individuals requesting similar
information.” No responses were received from individual Native American
representatives. As further noted at Draft EIR Page 4.5-17, “. . . based on the requirements
of SB-18, the City will initiate consultation with appropriate Native American
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representatives to ensure that sacred areas within the vicinity of the Project site are
adequately protected.”
NAHC advises use of Native American cultural resources monitors during Project
construction activities. The Lead Agency will ensure monitoring by qualified
archaeologists, to include qualified Native Americans.
Response NAHC-4
NAHC notes that . . . “lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not
preclude their subsurface existence.” The Draft EIR at Page 4.5-3 recognizes the potential
presence of subsurface cultural resources: “Given the nature of alluvial deposits, prehistoric
cultural remains may be present beneath such soils and exposed through erosion or human
disturbance.” In order to ensure that subsurface resources are adequately protected, EIR
Mitigation Measure 4.5.2 requires cultural resources monitoring to be conducted by a
qualified archaeologist during all earth-moving operations. This mitigation measure
specifies that: “The monitor shall be equipped to salvage and record the location of
archaeologic and/or historic resources as they may be unearthed to avoid construction
delays. The monitor shall be empowered to temporarily halt or divert equipment to allow
removal of abundant or large specimens or finds and to allow the preparation of recovered
resources to a point of identification. Any discovered or recovered resources shall be
evaluated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.” Implementation of this mitigation
measure is sufficient to meet cited CEQA Guidelines.
Response NAHC-5
NAHC cites CEQA Guidelines addressing the presence or potential presence of Native
American Human remains, and protection of any such remains that may be encountered.
As noted in the preceding response and as discussed in the Draft EIR, archaeological
monitoring will be utilized during earth-moving activities on the Project site. In the event
that human remains are uncovered as part of Project construction, the County Coroner
would be notified, as required under California law. Should the remains be identified as
Native American in origin, the Project would be subject to adopted regulations which
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mandate the respectful and appropriate disposition of Native American burials. No new
or different impacts beyond those addressed in the Project EIR are anticipated to result
from Project implementation.
Response NAHC-6
NAHC cites CEQA Guidelines which provide for avoidance of potential impacts to
significant cultural resources. Should significant cultural resources be identified during
final Project planning and construction activities, the Lead Agency (City of Beaumont) will
ensure that such resources are avoided to the extent feasible. Language to this effect has
been added to Mitigation Measure 4.5.3, as indicated in bold italicized text below:
4.5.3 A professional archaeological monitor shall conduct full-time monitoring of site
excavation and grading activities. Should significant cultural resources be identified
during final Project planning and construction activities, such resources shall be
avoided to the extent feasible. The monitor shall be equipped to salvage and record
the location of archaeologic and/or historic resources as they may be unearthed to
avoid construction delays. The monitor shall be empowered to temporarily halt or
divert equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens or finds and to
allow the preparation of recovered resources to a point of identification. Any
discovered or recovered resources shall be evaluated in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Letter Dated June 12, 2007
Response PUC-1
The State Public Utilities Commission (PUC) cites its responsibilities for rail safety within
California, and recommends that any development proposed adjacent to the Union Pacific
Railroad Company right-of-way(s) be comprehensively planned with appropriate rail
safety considerations, particularly with regard to at-grade railway crossings. The PUC cites
particular concerns regarding the potential for the Project to result in increased traffic
volumes and congestion at the at-grade crossings at: California Avenue, Veile Avenue, and
Pennsylvania Avenue.
PUC responsibilities regarding rail safety issues within the State are acknowledged by the
Lead Agency. The Lead Agency further recognizes and concurs with the PUC’s general
concerns regarding potential safety/congestion issues at area rail crossings, particularly in
the context of increased traffic volumes projected to accompany anticipated growth of the
City and surrounding region. In this respect, the City of Beaumont General Plan has
established the following General Plan (Circulation Element) Goal, Policies and
Implementation Programs:
Goal 4 (Circulation Element). The City of Beaumont will work to facilitate the maintenance and enhancement
of rail transportation in and through the City.
Policies

Implementation Programs

Circulation Element Policy 21. The City of Beaumont will work with the railroad and the
public utilities commission to coordinate planned roadway improvements with these
entities.

Capital Improvement Program;
Environmental Review; Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee; Truck
Route Planning; Transit Centers

Circulation Element Policy 22. The City of Beaumont will encourage the railroad to
continue in the development of improvements that will minimize the impact of railroad
operations on vehicular traffic.

Environmental Review; Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee

Circulation Element Policy 23. The City of Beaumont will strive to ensure that future
railroad operations and/or improvements (switching areas, autoveyor yards, etc.) do not
adversely impact the City.

Capital Improvement Program;
Environmental Review; Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee

Source: City of Beaumont 2006 General Plan, Page 87.
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With regard to the specific at-grade crossings cited by the commentor, Project-related traffic
will affect the intersection of 4th Street at Veile Avenue, and the Project will mitigate its
potential traffic impacts at this intersection. Northbound departure traffic from the
intersection of 4th Street at Veile Avenue would traverse the Veile Avenue/Union Pacific
at-grade crossing. Project traffic will also affect the future intersection of 4th Street at
California Avenue and the Project will mitigate its potential traffic impacts at this
intersection. Northbound departure traffic from the intersection of 4th Street at California
Avenue would traverse the California Avenue/Union Pacific at-grade crossing. The
Pennsylvania Avenue/Union Pacific at-grade crossing cited by the commentor is located
approximately two (2) miles easterly of the subject site, and is beyond the scope of the
Project traffic study.

Project-related traffic would disperse along other intervening

roadway network segments, and would not identifiably affect the Pennsylvania
Avenue/Union Pacific at-grade crossing.
At-grade railway crossings and their potential circulation system impacts (including safety
concerns cited by the commentor) are areawide, General Plan considerations, that are
addressed through implementation of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. To
these ends, the Project (and all development within the General Plan Area) will be
implemented consistent with the previously-noted General Plan Circulation Element Goal
(4), and supporting Policies and Implementation Programs. Fees assessed of the Project,
to include Project TUMF contributions, will act to fund areawide rail crossing
improvements. Moreover, the City will continue to inform and consult with the PUC for
specific projects that may affect, or be affected by, railroad operations and facilities.
Response PUC-2
The PUC summarizes safety factors and facilities to be considered in the design and
construction of roadway/railroad crossings, to include the potential for grade-separated
crossings, and incorporation of pedestrian fencing/barriers. Design and construction of
facilities necessary to ensure safe and efficient conveyance of traffic at all road/railway
crossings will be coordinated with the PUC.
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Response PUC-3
As requested by the commentor, the City will continue to inform the PUC regarding the
proposed Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project, and moreover, will continue consultation
and dialogue with the PUC for other development proposals that may affect, or be affected
by, railroad operations and facilities. Point of contact information provided by the
commentor is noted.
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Letter Dated June 5, 2007
Response RCFC-1
The commentor’s description of the Project is substantively correct. No further response
is required.
Response RCFC-2
It is acknowledged that the District does not normally plan check or recommend conditions for
land use cases within incorporated cities. The Draft EIR language reflects the City’s desire and
intent to work cooperatively with the District, ensuring the Project’s consistency with the Master
Plan of Drainage and other storm water management facilities of interest to the District. The City
appreciates the District’s willingness to serve in this advisory capacity.
Response RCFC-3
The District’s request for receipt of any subsequent environmental documents is noted. The
District will continue to be included on the City’s distribution list for the Project.
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
Letter Dated June 15, 2007
Response RCWM-1
Proposed annexation action(s), location of the Project site, and land uses proposed by the
Project as summarized by the commentor are substantively correct, and are consistent with
information presented at Draft EIR Section 3.0, “Project Description,” and EIR Section 4.1,
“Land Use.” The Lead Agency acknowledges the current status of the Lamb Canyon
Landfill provided by the commentor. Potential land use incompatibilities cited by the
commentor are addressed at Draft EIR Page 4.1-32. The Project will not introduce
potentially incompatible land uses at the edge of the existing LCL. The southerly edge of
residential land uses proposed by the Project are located approximately one-half mile
north/northwesterly of the northerly LCL boundary. The intervening area is designated as
Open Space and will not be developed. It is further noted that the RCWM is responsible to
ensure that its activities, including any proposed northerly expansion of the LCL, do not
conflict with or otherwise adversely affect existing or anticipated vicinity development.
Comments and issues cited by the commentor are addressed in this Final EIR. Neither a
Revised Draft EIR, nor recirculation of the EIR are required. Environmental topical
areas/issues cited by the commentor are addressed in the following Responses.
Response RCWM-2
Notwithstanding the commentor’s statement to the contrary, the Draft EIR does
acknowledge the presence of the Lamb Canyon Landfill as an adjoining land use. More
specifically, Draft EIR Pages 4.1-31 and 32 state:
The City, within the 2006 General Plan, has acknowledged and planned for,
land use and potential development activity proximate to the Lamb Canyon
Landfill, which lies immediately south of the Project site. More specifically,
the 2006 General Plan (Land Use Element) recognizes that certain properties
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or activities which serve regional needs, but are located within the General
Plan Area, will remain under the jurisdiction of Agencies other than City.
Notably, the Lamb Canyon Landfill located within the southwesterly portion
of the City's Sphere of Influence, will be maintained as an unincorporated
County enclave within the General Plan Area, and will continue to be
operated and maintained by the Riverside County Waste Management
Department (RCWMD). Land uses or development proposals that would
potentially affect, or be affected by, the Landfill will be reviewed by the City
and RCWMD to ensure that potential land use conflicts are avoided.
The EIR description of adjoining land uses as largely undeveloped and rural in character
is correct. The LCL shared boundary, located at the southeasterly extremity of the Project
adjacent to proposed Open Space areas, comprises approximately one-half mile (or five
percent) of the Project’s 9.5 mile perimeter. The predominance of land uses abutting the
Project site are designated for, and are characterized by, vacant properties and sparse rural
development.
The Draft EIR discussion of existing land uses (Draft EIR Page 4.1-2, Section 4.1.2.2) is
amended as follows to note specific LCL activities cited by the commentor:
South/southeasterly of the subject site is the Lamb Canyon Landfill (LCL), an
active landfill facility of some 1,109 acres, 353.4 acres of which is currently
permitted. Open Space areas at the southeasterly limits of the Project site
adjoin the northerly boundary of the LCL property. The southerly most
residential portions of the Project are located approximately one-half mile
north/northwesterly of the northerly LCL boundary.
The LCL is owned and operated by the Riverside County Waste Management
District (RCWMD). LCL operations and plans are subject to regulations of the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).
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Activities and uses within the LCL site include, but are not limited to: solid
waste disposal, waste recycling, household hazardous waste consolidation,
sedimentation basins, landfill gas collection systems, a flare station and
groundwater monitoring wells. Proposed improvements within the LCL
include a field office, water tanks, and restrooms. Southern California Edison
(SCE) transmission lines transect the LCL site along a southwesterly
orientation.
The commentor also states that the Draft EIR fails to address the presence of the LCL in
other topical areas of the Draft EIR, including “aesthetics, air quality, noise, traffic and
circulation, public health and safety, etc.” This statement by the commentor is expanded
upon at comments RCWM-6 through RCWM-18. Detailed responses specific to each of
these comments are provided at Responses RCWM-6 through RCWM-18 respectively.
Results and conclusions of the EIR are not affected.
Response RCWM-3
The Lead Agency is aware, and acknowledges that the boundaries of the Lamb Canyon
Landfill are not shown in their entirety on the Beaumont General Plan Land Use Maps
which are included as part of the 2006 General Plan Update. This map was the basis for the
referenced Figure 4.1-1 used in the Specific Plan EIR. Accordingly, the Figure 4.1-1a
(following these responses) is provided and incorporated by reference to correctly depict
the landfill’s existing boundaries. The commentor’s assertion that “no portion of the landfill
falls within even the City’s SOI area” is, however, incorrect. The City’s Sphere of Influence
is depicted in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, available for review at the City’s
Planning Department, or online at http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us/generalplan.htm).
Response RCWM-4
The expansion of the Lamb Canyon Landfill is currently a contemplated action, “under
consideration and evaluation.” The contemplated LCL expansion area is delineated
consistent with information provided by RCWMD pursuant to RCWMD comments
provided on the Beaumont General Plan EIR (see “Parcels Involved in Future Expansion of
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the Lamb Canyon Landfill,” following). Should RCWMD decide to pursue this action,
environmental analysis for the proposed expansion will need to address any potential land
use incompatibilities that may result. To the extent that the LCL expansion would conflict
with the Project, the proposed LCL boundaries and uses may require adjustment. The Lead
Agency is aware that the Project proponent has been in contact with the RCWMD regarding
the potential sale or transfer of all or some of the acreage within the Project site that is
included within the contemplated landfill expansion area, as noted by the commentor.
Regardless of the relative accuracy of the graphic and any future expansion of the landfill,
the City will continue to employ sound and generally-accepted land use practices to ensure
mutual compatibility of adjacent land uses. Additionally, and as noted previously, should
the RCWMD pursue future northerly expansion of the LCL, buffering and operational
mitigation of landfill activities will be necessary to ensure that LCL operations do not
adversely affect vicinity properties, including but not limited to the Legacy Highlands
Specific Plan Project.
Response RCWM-5
In that the Lead Agency for the Project is the City of Beaumont, and the Project as defined
in the EIR includes annexation of the subject site to the City, there is no EIR Project that
would be subject to County General Plan Land Use and zoning designations. Moreover,
the “No Project” Alternative analysis presented at Draft EIR Section 5.2 provides a thorough
discussion of applicable County land use designations and zoning. No further analysis is
required.
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Response RCWM-6
The text excerpted by the commentor from “Hydrology and Water Quality,” Section 4.3 of
the Draft EIR, is presented accurately. As further described at Draft EIR Page 4.3-15, “When
construction areas exceed one acre in size or when industrial facilities are involved, the
applicant must develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
to control non-point water pollution. The scale of the proposed Project and type of
development proposed make it subject to the non-point source stipulations of the
Porter-Cologne Act.” As such, as part of Project review, the City, working in cooperation
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), will implement Best
Management Practices designed to: (1) ensure that post-development flows do not exceed
those that occurred prior to Project construction; and (2) reduce water pollution to a nonsignificant level. As such, downstream uses, including the potential expansion area for the
Lamb Canyon Landfill, would not be affected by Project-related runoff.
The location of the referenced siltation basins is provided as part of the Project Storm Drain
Plan, included at Page 27 of the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan, EIR Appendix H.
Dimensions and other specific design features of these facilities, along with additional
stormwater control and treatment mechanisms, including but not limited to stormwater
screens, vegetated swales, and constructed wetlands, will be determined in consultation
with the RWQCB and the City Engineer. Customarily, specific design requirements, along
with responsibility for ownership and maintenance of required drainage facilities, are
included in the Conditions of Approval for each phase of development.
Moreover, EIR Mitigation Measure 4.10.9 (excerpted below, as amended) acts to ensure that
appropriate and necessary stormwater management systems are in place to serve each
increment of development:
4.10.9 For each phase of development, and to the satisfaction of the City, County, and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the Project proponent shall demonstrate that
appropriate stormwater management and treatment facilities are available to meet Projectrelated requirements. All required stormwater management systems and facilities required
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to serve each phase of development shall be in place at the time of Final Map approval, or shall
be assured through the use of bonds or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. Demonstrated
stormwater conveyance capacities and treatment capabilities shall also be provided at the time
of Final Map approval.
Prior to Final Map approval, the Project proponent shall provide documentation that
sufficient capacity is available to accommodate the subject phase of development, plus existing
development, and other approved projects using the same stormwater management systems
and/or treatment facilities, and projects which have received stormwater conveyance/
treatment commitment(s).
Onsite and offsite stormwater conveyance/treatment systems required to serve each phase of
development shall be in place prior to the approval of Final Map(s), or their financing shall
be assured to the satisfaction of the City, consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision
Map Act. Stormwater management/treatment systems within each phase of development
shall be in place and connected to the area drainage management system prior to the issuance
of any building permits. Model homes may be exempted from this policy as determined
appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by the City.
Response RCWM-7
The commentor’s assertion that no analysis of post-development conditions was included
in the Project Hydrology Study is incorrect. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.3,
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” Pages 4.3-8 and 4.3-9, and the Storm Drain Plan presented
at Page 27 of the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan, EIR Appendix H. Moreover, the
commentor’s statement that nearly 50 percent of the Project will be developed with
impervious surfaces is inaccurate. In this regard, as discussed at EIR Section 3.0, “Project
Description,” approximately 704.6 acres (44 percent) of the total Project area will remain as
undeveloped Open Space areas, another 29.8 acres is allocated for Parks and trails. The
remainder of the site will be developed with various land uses, but not all of the developed
portion will be impervious. For example, residential lots will have permeable yards,
roadways will incorporate permeable landscape areas, the proposed school site will retain
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substantial open and permeable areas for recreation and outdoor activities, and commercial
areas are required to incorporate landscaped areas.
Conservatively assuming that impermeable lot coverages within the developed portions of
the the site would approximate 60 percent, impervious surfaces within the subject site
would total, at most, approximately 522 acres, or 32 percent of the Project area.
Nonetheless, consistent with established City requirements, and irrespective of the
impermeable areas resulting from the Project, post-development storm water discharges
will not be permitted to exceed pre-development conditions.
At this conceptual stage of the Project, sufficient detail is not available to allow for
assessment of site and design-specific hydrological studies proposed by the commentor.
However, site and design-specific grading and drainage plans are required pursuant to
mandated City submittal and review actions (e.g., final tract and grading plan submittals,
site plan submittals), which would follow any approval of the proposed Specific Plan.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd. (a) which states
in pertinent part:
“. . . reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in
terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude
of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation
recommended or demanded by commentor’s. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”
The commentor further states that Project-related stormwater discharges could negatively
impact contemplated northerly expansion of the LCL. As an initial response, northerly
expansion of the LCL as cited by the commentor is not a known or given condition, nor is
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the City necessarily in agreement with such expansion as contemplated by RCWMD. It is
further noted that any contemplated expansion of the LCL is subject to environmental
review to ensure adequacy of its own proposed stormwater management systems,
including acceptance and disposition of off-site drainage flows.
Response RCWM-8
The commentor states that the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) does not adequately
address potential Project-related impacts relative to the LCL operations, and that the
intersection of the landfill access road at SR-79 should be included in the TIA Study Area.
The selected Key Study Area intersections evaluated in the Project TIA were identified by
the Lead Agency as part of the TIA scoping process, and are those considered most likely
to affect or be affected by Project-related traffic. Moreover, the TIA scope and methodology
in total, inclusive of the TIA Study Area limits and identification of Key Study Area
intersections, is consistent with direction provided by the Lead Agency, and was specifically
developed to include areas and intersections that could be potentially adversely affected by
Project traffic. Further, existing and future traffic conditions affecting the LCL site are the
result of specialized traffic characteristics that are defined by the LCL operations. In this
regard, LCL operations, and not the Project nor any other existing or proposed
development activities, will determine the efficiency and operational characteristics of traffic
flows at the LCL entrance.
With regard to potential cumulative traffic impacts cited by the commentor, as noted at
Draft EIR Page 4.7-5, average daily traffic estimates used for the analysis of existing
conditions were based on actual peak hour traffic counts conducted as part of the Project
TIA. These counts have included any landfill-related traffic that was present at Project
intersections at the time the counts were conducted. Additionally, as noted on Page 4-67
of the Project TIA, the study utilized the Pass Area Traffic Model to estimate cumulative
traffic conditions. The Project’s anticipated trips are added to the “background” traffic
estimates provided by this model, in order to identify potential cumulative impacts.
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Although not specifically included in the Project TIA, traffic utilizing area roadways and
intersections, including that accessing the landfill, would be accounted for in the Pass Area
Traffic Model, which is regularly updated to reflect regional growth. Following City and
County CMP methodology, truck traffic is estimated at varying percentages based upon
actual traffic counts as well as growth projections provided within traffic studies such as
that prepared for the Project. As such, the number of trucks expected to access the landfill
should similarly be accounted for within the existing modeling used by the Project TIA. The
results and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected.
Response RCWM-9
The commentor remarks that the TIA is stamped “Draft,” and is therefore not an accurate
representation of the Project’s potential traffic impacts. The Project TIA included in the
Draft EIR as Appendix D, although stamped “draft,” is not a preliminary study. This TIA,
originally prepared in October 2003, was substantially revised in February 2004, and
received further revision in November 2004. The TIA included as Draft EIR Appendix D
is the study that was accepted by the City for analysis in the EIR, and for public review.
Response RCWM-10
It is not uncommon for neighboring jurisdictions to maintain differing level of service (LOS)
standards for roadway sections and intersections. Because the Project is proposed for
annexation to the City of Beaumont, the TIA appropriately uses City-designated LOS
thresholds to determine the Project’s impacts. The intersections of northbound and
southbound SR-79 Ramps at Gilman Hot Springs Road, which were included in the Project
TIA are, as noted by the commentor, outside the City’s boundaries. It may be noted,
however, that these intersections are under the operational jurisdiction of the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) rather than the County of Riverside. As illustrated
in the Project TIA and EIR Section 4.7 (Tables 4.7-9, 4.7-11 and 4.7-12), conditions at these
two intersections are projected at LOS “C” or better in each of the scenarios assessed by the
Project TIA. As such, no potentially significant Project-related impacts will occur under
City, County or Caltrans thresholds.
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Response RCWM-11
The commentor cites South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
requirements for PM2.5 analyses, effective January 1, 2007. The commentor states further,
that particulate matter generated by construction activities will be significant. The
commentor cites [operational] PM10 emissions exceedances identified in the EIR (132 percent
above thresholds) as a basis for potential PM2.5 exceedances.
With general regard to PM2.5 analysis requirements, the Project NOP was issued on March
28, 2005, and pre-dated the SCAQMD PM2.5 standards and methodology requirements
(adopted October 6, 2006, effective January 1, 2007). Notwithstanding these considerations,
the Draft EIR is amended to include the following assessment of Project PM2.5 emissions.
It is important to note that PM2.5 emissions are a subset of PM10 emissions and as such were
included in the air quality modeling performed and circulated as part of the Draft EIR. Per
the comments received and SCAQMD's new guidelines, the following discussion is
provided to clarify and expand upon the original PM10 analysis to include a subcategory for
PM2.5 emissions. This inclusion does not change the PM analysis which already showed
significant Project operational impacts even after all feasible mitigation measures have been
incorporated.
PM2.5 Emissions-Overview
A portion of the PM10 emissions generated by the Project will be comprised
of PM2.5 emissions. For mechanical dust generating sources, (e.g.,
construction equipment), the PM2.5 fraction of PM10 is approximately 21
percent and for vehicular/area combustion sources the PM2.5 fraction of PM10
is approximately 99 percent. For off-road combustion sources (i.e.,
construction equipment) the PM2.5 fraction is approximately 89 percent1. On
this basis, the Project’s maximum mitigated PM2.5 emissions are calculated as
follows:

1

Final –Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD) October 2006, Pages 2-3.
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PM2.5 Emissions-Construction Sources
Construction equipment: 0.89 x 10.70 lbs/day PM10 = 9.52 lbs/day PM2.5
Construction Worker Vehicles: 0.99 x 0.11 lbs/day PM10 = 0.11 lbs/day PM2.5
Fugitive Dust: 0.21 x 60.03 lbs/day PM10 = 12.61 lbs/day PM2.5
Total Maximum Mitigated Construction PM2.5 = 22.24 lbs/day
PM2.5 Emissions-Operational Sources
Area Sources: 0.99 x 0.14 lbs/day PM10 = 0.14 lbs/day PM2.5
Vehicular Sources: 0.99 x 333.61 lbs/day PM10 = 330.27 lbs/day PM2.5
Total Maximum Mitigated Operational PM2.5 = 330.41 lbs/day
Significance Threshold
The applicable SCAQMD threshold for PM2.5 emissions is 55 lbs/day.
Project PM2.5 Emissions Impacts
Construction
PM2.5 emissions resulting from Project construction activities are one
component of the Project’s PM10 construction emissions. Unmitigated,
construction-related PM10 emissions (Phase II only) are identified as
potentially significant at Draft EIR Page 4.8-15 and include and reflect PM2.5
emissions. However, application of proposed mitigation measures reduces
maximum construction-related PM10 emissions below applicable SCAQMD
thresholds. Please refer to Draft EIR Page 4.8-16, Table 4.8-7. Maximum
mitigated PM10 construction emissions will not exceed the applicable
SCAQMD threshold of 150 lbs/day. Similarly, as a component of the Project’s
PM10 construction emissions, the Project’s PM2.5 emissions (22.24 lbs/day
PM2.5) will not exceed the applicable SCAQMD threshold of 55 lbs/day PM2.5.
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Operations
PM2.5 emissions resulting from Project operations are one component of the
Project’s PM10 operational emissions. The Project’s maximum mitigated PM10
operational emissions (333.75 lbs/day PM10) will exceed the applicable
SCAQMD threshold of 150 lbs/day. Similarly, as a component of the Project’s
PM10 operational emissions, the Project’s PM2.5 emissions (330.41 lbs/day PM2.5)
will exceed the applicable SCAQMD threshold of 55 lbs/day PM2.5.
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulatively, the Project operational PM10 emissions will contribute to
areawide exceedances of applicable SCAQMD thresholds. The PM2.5
component of the Project’s PM10 emissions will similarly contribute to
areawide exceedances of applicable SCAQMD PM2.5 thresholds.
Summary
PM2.5 emissions standards and thresholds were not in effect at the time the
Project NOP was distributed, and PM2.5 emissions assessments were not then
required. Notwithstanding these considerations, PM2.5 emissions are
recognized as one component of the Project’s PM10 emissions. With
application of proposed mitigation measures, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions
generated by Project construction activities will not exceed applicable
SCAQMD thresholds. However, even after application of all feasible
mitigation measures, Project operations will generate PM10 and PM2.5
emissions which will exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds. Cumulatively,
both PM10 and PM2.5 levels will exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds due
to long-term Project operations.
As a component of the previously identified PM10 exceedances, the identification of the
attendant PM2.5 exceedance is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR. The Project’s
operational particulate emission impacts, as described within the Draft EIR, remain
significant and unavoidable.
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Response RCWM-12
As noted in the preceding Response RCWM-4, the City will continue to employ
generally-accepted planning practices to ensure that adequate buffer areas are maintained
between residential areas and those land uses that are not compatible with residential
development. In regard to potential impacts related to odors, it may be noted that the
standards of significance established under CEQA call for a determination as to whether
the Project would “create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people,”
rather than whether the Project would potentially expose residents to existing or future
sources of odor. On this basis, as stated at Page 3-7 of the Project Initial Study (EIR
Appendix A) no significant impacts are anticipated, and the results and conclusions of the
Draft EIR are not affected. It should also be noted that it is incumbent upon RCWMD to
ensure that any proposed future expansion of the Lamb Canyon Landfill is realized in a
manner that does not create or result in objectionable odors that could affect a substantial
number of people, including but not limited to, the Project residents.
Response RCWM-13
The Lead Agency recognizes the State’s adoption of the Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (Act). To this end, Attachment A, appended to this FEIR, and incorporated by
reference in the Draft EIR, provides a discussion of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
sources; identifies GHG constituents and GHG causal effects; and summarizes policies and
strategies germane to GHG emissions monitoring and reduction.
The California EPA prepared a Climate Action Team Report (CAT Report) that “proposes
a path to achieve the Governor’s [GHG emissions levels] targets that will build on
voluntary actions of California businesses, local government and community actions, and
State incentive and regulatory programs.” It should be noted that no standards of
significance have been adopted for greenhouse gas emissions and consequently the Project
has not been found to have a significant greenhouse gas impact. Nonetheless, in support
of the goals of the Act, the discussion at Attachment A establishes Project consistency with
applicable CAT Report Strategies and supports the determination that the Project will not
interfere or otherwise conflict with applicable provisions of the Act. In further support of
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the Act, an additional mitigation measure is incorporated in the Project, requiring
monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions.
Response RCWM-14
The commentor states that the noise study is inaccurate in that it does not specifically
recognize noise generated by LCL activities. The commentor provides details regarding
equipment use and operations of the LCL that are noise generators.
At their southerly limits, residential uses proposed by the Project are approximately onehalf mile north/northwesterly of the LCL northerly boundary. At 50 feet, under line-ofsight conditions and without intervening landforms, noise levels generated by the
equipment cited by the commentor typically ranges between 80 dBA and 95 dBA (see Draft
EIR Figure 4.9-2). Noise levels decrease by a factor of approximately six decibels for each
doubling of distance between the noise source and the noise receptor. Assuming line-ofsight worst- case conditions and a 95 dBA noise source at the northerly limits of the LCL,
noise received at the southerly edge of the Project residential land uses would be
approximately 62 dBA and would not exceed the 65dBA maximum acceptable exterior
noise levels for residential land use established under the City of Beaumont’s General Plan
Noise Element. A more likely scenario would be even further reduced noise levels at
receptor locations due to operations occurring in the interior rather than at the edge of the
LCL, and noise attenuation due to intervening topography and vegetation.
The commentor also cites potential noise impacts at the Project site due to contemplated
northerly expansion of the LCL. As an initial response, northerly expansion of the LCL as
cited by the commentor is not a known or given condition, nor is the City necessarily in
agreement with such expansion as contemplated by RCWMD. It is further noted that any
contemplated expansion of the LCL is subject to environmental review to ensure that such
expansion would not result in the adverse off-site noise impacts identified by the
commentor. Conversely, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9.4 provides for City review and
approval of site- and use-specific acoustical analyses, thereby ensuring that acceptable
noise levels are maintained within the Project site.
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Response RCWM-15
The concerns expressed by the commentor in regard to landfill capacity, including revised
year 2016 shortfall estimates, are acknowledged. The presumption, however, that the
Project would “ . . . jeopardize the County’s ability to provide disposal capacity in the
future due to ‘NIMBY’ issues,” appears premature and speculative. That is, the current
LCL operations will not be adversely affected by the Project. Moreover, it is unclear at this
time precisely where, or indeed whether, the contemplated expansion of Lamb Canyon
Landfill will occur. In this latter regard, no formal application for LCL expansion has been
filed, nor is the Lead Agency aware of any preliminary engineering studies or
environmental analyses that would indicate that the LCL expansion concepts articulated
by the commentor are feasible or environmentally sound.
Analysis of existing and future landfill capacities is provided at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-29
through 4.10-31, excerpted below:
. . . Further, development of the Project site and related solid waste
management requirements are comprehensively addressed within the
Beaumont 2006 General Plan Update. As discussed at Pages 3-65 through 367 of the Certified Final EIR for the General Update, solid waste generated
under General Plan Buildout conditions (which includes development
proposed under the Project) will be adequately accommodated within the
County landfill system. The City of Beaumont 2006 General Plan Update and
2006 General Plan Update EIR are available in their entirety through the City
of Beaumont, or may be viewed at: http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us Relevant
portions of the Certified Final EIR addressing solid waste demands and
related impacts to landfill capacities, are summarized below.
According to a 15-year projection of disposal capacity prepared by the
Riverside County Waste Management Department (RCWMD) as part of the
annual reporting requirements for the CIWMP, landfill capacities necessary
to accommodate increased solid waste management demands are, or will be,
available commensurate with the County’s long-range (2040) projected
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increased landfill needs. Moreover, RCWMD is specifically charged with the
responsibility of: 1) implementing programs that adhere to the goals, policies,
and objectives outlined in the County's SRRE that enable the unincorporated
portion of Riverside County to achieve 50 percent diversion of solid waste
from landfill disposal; 2) implementing programs that adhere to the goals,
policies and objectives outlined in the County's HHWE to reduce the amount
of household hazardous waste (HHW) that is disposed within landfills; 3)
meeting the solid waste disposal needs of all Riverside County residents; and
4) maintaining and updating the CIWMP and reporting to the CIWMB on the
County's progress in complying with AB 939. The residents of the City of
Beaumont (inclusive of the Project), as an incorporated area within Riverside
County, will be provided near-term and long-term solid waste management
services by RCWMD, as identified under item 3) above.
It is projected that the County as a whole will experience an approximate 4
percent annual increase in waste disposal requirements through the Year
2040. The permitted capacity of landfills serving Riverside County was
estimated at 5,972,320 tons/year as of 2005. Absent AB 939-mandated source
reduction and recycling requirements, the County's generation of solid waste
at build out (2040), would be approximately 8,296,312 tons per year.
However, under AB 939, which currently requires a minimum 50 percent
diversion of solid wastes, the amount of solid waste disposed of in landfills
under 2040 County Buildout conditions would be approximately 4,148,156
tons per year.
Under long-term 2040 conditions, the County’s total projected landfill
capacity is estimated at 5,972,320 tons per year. Based on yearly County-wide
solid waste disposal requirements of 4,148,156 tons as noted above, the
projected County-wide surplus landfill capacity is therefore approximately
1,824,164 tons per year. Solid waste that would generated under the City of
Beaumont General Plan Buildout (2030) conditions (inclusive of the Project)
is reflected in the County’s total solid waste management requirements as
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discussed above. Based on projected long-term landfill capacities, solid waste
that would be generated under City 2030 Buildout conditions would be
adequately and appropriately accommodated within the County’s existing
and future landfill system.
Viewed in another context, the California Department of Finance (DOF)
projects the year 2040 population for Riverside County at approximately 3.7
million persons2. As noted above, under 2040 County Buildout Conditions,
this population is projected to generate approximately 4,148,156 tons of solid
waste per year.
The California Department of Finance (DOF) projects the year 2040 population
for Riverside County at approximately 3.7 million persons3. This population
and associated land uses would generate approximately 4,148,156 tons of solid
waste each year. Under post-2030 conditions considered in the 2006 General
Plan Update, ultimate Buildout population of the City is estimated at 107,200
persons. Assuming a roughly proportional correlation between respective
Buildout populations and solid waste generation factors, solid waste
generation of the City of under Buildout conditions would therefore equal
approximately (107,200 ÷ 3,700,000) x 4,148,156 tons/yr; or approximately
120,184 tons per year. This would less than 3 percent of the County’s total solid
waste stream, and is considered to be within the range of disposal estimates
reflected in the areawide solid waste management and disposal plans reflected
in the Certified RCIP EIR. Landfill capacity exists and/or is planned and
programmed that will accommodate solid waste management requirements
pursuant to Buildout conditions under the General Plan Update, inclusive of
the proposed Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project.

2

California Department of Finance-(County) Population Projections By Race/Ethnicity, Gender and Age Report, DOF Demographic
Unit, May 2004.

3

California Department of Finance-(County) Population Projections By Race/Ethnicity, Gender and Age Report, DOF Demographic
Unit, May 2004.
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As indicated above, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of solid waste
management requirements, and the Project as one element of County-wide development can
be accommodated within the existing and planned County solid waste management system.
Notwithstanding the commentor’s statements to the contrary, the SP Project does not rely
completely on disposal of waste absent mandated recycling efforts. In this regard, the
Draft EIR at Page 4.10-32 specifically identifies compliance with the City’s Source
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) as one of the means by which solid waste
management demands are reduced:
“. . . in compliance with State law, solid waste disposal requirements of the
Project are reduced consistent with the City's Source Reduction and
Recycling Element. Existing City and County Ordinances and the City SRRE
also address the storage of refuse within the Project boundaries; collection
and disposal of any household and commercial hazardous wastes; and
collection and disposal of construction wastes. Overall demands on solid
waste management systems will be reduced on a continuing basis through
compliance with waste reduction and recycling targets established under the
City and County Source Reduction and Recycling Elements (SRRE’s). Based
on compliance with adopted SRRE target waste reduction and recycling
goals, and proper management and disposal of waste streams within the
City and County, the Project’s potential to generate solid waste that would
exceed permitted landfill capacity is considered less-than-significant.”
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In support of existing, mandated requirements, the suggested measure provided by the
RCWMD is hereby incorporated by reference into the EIR, and has been included in the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Project, presented in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.
Mitigation Measure 4.10.11: To divert construction and demolition waste from
landfill disposal in order to preserve landfill capacity, all Project development will
be required to provide the following verification(s) to demonstrate that every effort
and means was taken to reduce the amount of material ultimately delivered to a
landfill. Materials can be taken directly to recycling facilities, or arrangements can
be made through a franchise hauler and/or construction clean-up service.

•

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, a Waste Recycling Plan (WRP)
shall be submitted to the City’s Planning Department for approval. At a
minimum, the WRP shall identify the waste materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt,
wood) that will be generated by construction and development activities; the
projected amounts; the measures and/or methods that will be taken to recycle,
reuse, or otherwise reduce solid waste; the facilities and/or services that will be
utilized; and the planned rate of recycling or reduction.

•

Prior to the issuance of each certificate of occupancy, evidence (e.g., receipts or
other verification) to demonstrate Project compliance with the approved WRP
shall be presented by the Project proponent to the Planning Department.

Updated information provided by RCWMD, including June 30, 2006 LCL disposal capacity
(16.244 million tons); January 1 2007 remaining capacity (11.710 million tons); LCL capacity
through 2016 (assumes no landfill expansion); and 2006 average daily disposal rate (2,030
tons/day) are acknowledged. It is recognized that this data is fluid and subject to frequent
revisions based on the latest available information. This information does not substantively
affect the Draft EIR analysis, in that capacity is available within the existing and planned
solid waste management system as a whole.
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The Project’s potential impact in regard to solid waste management systems remains lessthan-significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10.11 further reduces potential
Project-related impacts to area landfills. The results and conclusions of the Draft EIR are
not affected.
Response RCWM-16
The aesthetic analysis provided within the Draft EIR utilizes the standards of significance
established under CEQA, examining whether adoption and implementation of the Project
would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; have a substantial impact on a scenic vista; substantially damage scenic
resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a State scenic highway; or create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. As discussed previously at
Response RCWM-2, the Draft EIR does acknowledge the Lamb Canyon Landfill as an
adjoining use, although this is not discussed in the EIR’s aesthetic section since it is not
relevant to the analyses required by CEQA. Importantly, CEQA considers the aesthetic
impact of the Project on the surroundings, not the impact of the surroundings aesthetics
on the Project.
As noted at Draft EIR Page 4.11-28, “Aesthetic/visual impacts of projects, other than
potential effects on designated scenic vistas as established under CEQA, are largely
subjective judgements.” As such, the potential “view shed impacts” identified by the
commentor, which are presumed to result from exposure to existing and potential future
landfill operations as may be visible from Project residences, are expected to be
appropriately addressed by market considerations rather than as environmental impacts
under CEQA. The existing LCL boundary lies approximately one-half mile south/
southeasterly of the southerly most residential areas proposed by the Project, and is
screened from the Project by intervening land forms and vegetation. Subsequent to
approval of the Specific Plan, and in the review of tract maps and building orientations
within tract maps, the City will ensure that appropriate view sheds are maintained, to
include screening and/or avoidance of potentially intrusive visual elements.
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Moreover, it is incumbent upon RCWMD to screen views of potentially visually intrusive
LCL uses and operations to ensure that aesthetic sensibilities of off-site viewers are not
adversely affected. Similarly, RCWMD will be required to control light and glare that may
be generated by existing and/or future landfill operations in order preclude or minimize
potentially significant light/glare impacts.
Response RCWM-17
The Lead Agency does not concur with the commentor’s assertion that the Draft EIR is
inadequate in regard to its assessment of cumulative impacts. As detailed in the preceding
Responses RCWM-1 through RCWM-17, no new or different impacts have been identified
by the commentor that would affect the results and conclusions of the Draft EIR, including
the Draft EIR assessment of cumulative impacts. As such, the presumption that additional,
significant cumulative impacts can be expected to occur based on the Project’s proximity
to the Lamb Canyon Landfill has no foundation beyond RCWMD’s contemplated future
expansion of the landfill, which, to the knowledge of the Lead Agency is only a concept,
absent supporting applications, engineering studies or environmental analyses. Moreover,
to the knowledge of the Lead Agency, RCWMD does not own, nor have contractual rights
to properties identified as speculative “LCL expansion areas.”
Response RCWM-18
Notwithstanding the commentor’s statements to the contrary, the Project Objectives are
clearly delineated at Draft EIR Pages 3-18, 3-19. The final stated Objective of the Project is:
“Within the context of the proposed Specific Plan land uses, preserve and protect sensitive
terrain and biologic resources within the Project area.” With the implementation of the EIR
mitigation measures, significant impacts to biological resources will not occur due to the
Project. Pages 5-18 through 5-44 of the Draft EIR state the purpose and outline the
parameters of the CEQA Alternatives analysis:
In accordance with §15126.6 of the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines), an EIR must
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project, or to the
location of the Project, which would feasibly attain the basic Project
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objectives, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
environmental effects of the proposal. As further presented in the CEQA
Guidelines, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but rather, the
discussion of Project alternatives and their relative potential impacts should
be provided in a manner that fosters informed decision-making and public
participation. To this end, the CEQA Guidelines indicate that the range of
alternatives selected for examination in an EIR should be governed by the
“rule of reason,” and requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit an informed decision. [Emphasis added.]
Please refer also to previously-cited provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21104 (c):
“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding
those activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which
are required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported
by specific documentation.” [Emphasis added]. RCWMD is not a responsible agency for
protection of biological resources, nor is RCWMD responsible for any permits or approvals
addressing protection and preservation of biological resources. The results and conclusions
of the Draft EIR are not affected.
Response RCWM-19
The Lead Agency does not concur with the commentor’s assertion that the Draft EIR is
“critically flawed and inadequate.” As detailed in the preceding Responses RCWM-1
through RCWM-18, the information provided by the RCWMD identifies no new or different
impacts other than those addressed within the Draft EIR, and as such, the results and
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. The commentor’s opinions will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration as part of the public hearing process.
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SANTA ANA REGION, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD (RWQCB)
Letter Dated September 4, 2007
Response RWQCB-1
The commentor accurately summarizes the Project description, and requests clarification
of the Project’s dedication/conservation plan in regard to biologically sensitive areas within
the site. As noted in the Draft EIR, upon approval of the Project, certain areas of the Specific
Plan would be designated as Open Space, in which areas substantive development is not
permitted. As a separate, but related action, the Project is required to comply with
provisions of the MSHCP. The MSHCP acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both
public and private, to mitigate their potentially significant impacts to protected species and
habitat. To encourage conservation on privately-owned lands, the MSHCP implementation
strategy incorporates a broad array of incentives. Where incentives are not sufficient,
conservation would require the purchase of properties from willing sellers. In general, fee
assessments pursuant to the MSHCP provide for acquisition and maintenance of designated
properties which are determined to be valuable habitat areas.
Consistent with the provisions and requirements of the MSHCP, the Project will provide
mitigation for all of its potentially significant biological resources impacts. As one element
of required mitigating actions, the Project will be assessed fees for its potentially significant
impacts to the Stephens kangaroo rat (SKR) and SKR habitat. Fees paid by the Project in
this regard will be utilized to acquire, permanently set aside, maintain, manage and fund
conservation, preservation, restoration and enhancement of the SKR and its habitat. Other
mitigating actions and conditions of approval required pursuant to the MSHCP are detailed
in the western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority Joint Project Review
(JPR) included at Draft EIR Appendix C.
Within the above-referenced JPR, the Project Open Space areas are designated as proposed
MSHCP Conservation Areas, and within these areas, the Regional Conservation Authority
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has identified species and habitat to be preserved, and has identified Conditions of
Approval and Mitigation Measures that provide for protection and preservation of
biological resources. These requirements are reflected in the EIR Mitigation Measures and
Project Conditions of Approval. The Project is therefore consistent with applicable
provisions of the MSHCP, and provides for appropriate mitigation of potential biological
resources impacts. Please refer also to Draft EIR Section 4.6,"Biological Resources," and the
Project biological resources documentation presented at Draft EIR Appendix C.
Response RWQCB-2
The commentor requests that large-scale maps and an additional detailed technical
information, which was provided to the RWQCB as part of the Project’s application for
Water Quality Certification under Clean Water Act Section 401, also be included and
circulated to the public within the context of the Final EIR. While these materials are
directly applicable to analyses and permitting requirements of the RWQCB, their
informational value to the other agencies and the general public is limited. As such, and
at the discretion of the Lead Agency, this technical information was not produced and
distributed on a wide-scale basis. However, these materials, (and all other supporting
technical information related to the Project and the EIR) are available through the City of
Beaumont, and will be provided to RWQCB or any other interested parties upon request.
Response RWQCB-3
The commentor provides opinions in regard to alternatives reviewed within the Draft EIR. The
commentor’s support of an alternative which would provide “the maximum avoidance of waterquality and riparian-habitat issues, and to result in the lowest potential to cause or contribute to
violations of water quality standards,” is acknowledged. In this regard, as discussed at Draft EIR
Section 5.2, “Alternatives Analysis,” the considered Alternatives would act to reduce the extent
of the Project’s environmental impacts, including potential water quality and biological/riparian
concerns cited by the commentor. It is further acknowledged that the Lead Agency may
implement the Project, an Alternative to the Project described in the EIR, some other variant to
the Project, or may take no action on the Project. The commentor’s statements will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Letter Dated June 11, 2007
Response SCAG-1
SCAG summarizes that agency’s purview and responsibilities. SCAG’s stated
responsibilities as an assisting regional planning organization are acknowledged.
Response SCAG-2
SCAG’s determination of the Project as regionally significant is acknowledged and the
agency’s understanding of the Project is materially correct.
Response SCAG-3
The NOP response letter referenced by the commentor has been included in Appendix A
of the Draft EIR, “Initial Study and Notice of Preparation.” SCAG policies were noted and
addressed at multiple points throughout the EIR document, including Section 4.1, “Land
Use and Planning,” and Section 5.3, “Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project.”
Additionally, as noted at EIR Section 1.0, “Executive Summary” (Page 1-13), a
comprehensive analysis of the Project’s consistency with SCAG policies and guidelines is
provided at EIR Appendix G. The following responses address the entirety of SCAG
comments on the Draft EIR, referencing EIR Appendix G where applicable.
Response SCAG-4
The Project Description as summarized by SCAG is materially correct. No further response
is required.
Response SCAG-5
This comment duplicates one that is addressed at EIR Appendix G, and in the Land Use
Section (Section 4.1) of the Draft EIR.
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Response SCAG-6
The regional growth forecasts provided by SCAG for the Western Riverside County
subregion, versus the entire County of Riverside, are acknowledged and hereby
incorporated by reference for the use of City and County planning staff. The Project EIR
has been submitted for review to both the Western Riverside Council of Governments
(WRCOG) and to Riverside County planning staff. As such, it is anticipated that these
agencies will appropriately assess any growth that may result from Project implementation
within the context of their subregional or Countywide projections, respectively. The
analysis and findings of the Draft EIR are not affected by this distinction.
Response SCAG-7
The commentor correctly notes that Project-related employment estimates are not included
in the Draft EIR. Although the predominant land uses proposed by the Project are
residential, the Project’s 1.25 million square foot commercial center could, if approved,
result in the creation of a substantial number of jobs. The Riverside County General Plan4
uses an employment generation factor of one job per 500 square feet of commercial/retail
development. Utilizing this factor, the Project could generate up to 2,500 jobs at buildout.
It may be noted that, in order to provide a more conservative analysis, jobs that could result
from the development of a school within the Project site are not included in this estimate.
Project-related population growth could total up to 5,786 persons, based on the construction
of 320 single-family detached units, estimated to generate an average of 3.5 residents per
household; 920 single-family attached units, estimated to generate 2.2 persons per
household on average; and 1,761 “active adult” attached and detached residential units,
estimated to generate an average of 1.5 persons per household. Comparing estimated jobs
production to population generation results in a Project-specific jobs/housing ratio of 0.43,
which is well below SCAG’s “balanced” jobs/housing ratio of 1.35.

4

RCIP Appendix E: Socioeconomic Build-Out Projections Assumptions & Methodology, Page 3.
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The commentor’s concerns in regard to the projected decline in the City’s jobs-to-housing
ratio is reflected in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, at Pages 4.1-12 and 4.1-13. This discussion
notes the City’s current (2004) jobs/housing ratio of 1.27, but concludes with the following
paragraphs.
SCAG-projected employment/housing trends for the City indicate that
growth in locally available housing will outpace growth in local employment
opportunities, resulting in a lower jobs/housing ratio [in the future]. By year
2030, employment to housing ratio estimated at 0.85 jobs per household.
This is considered to be an “unbalanced” condition when compared to the
year 2030 target jobs/housing ratio of 1.35 established by SCAG.
The jobs/housing imbalance projected for the General Plan Area is indicative
of increasing population growth within the Inland Empire, as families newly
locate or relocate to this region to take advantage of relatively plentiful and
affordable housing and favorable climate. Long-term improvement of the
jobs/housing balance will be realized not only through creation of new
employment centers within the General Plan Area, but also through
relocation of established businesses proximate to new residential areas.
SCAG projections for the region anticipate that housing-rich/job-poor areas
will persist in the Inland Empire and peripheral areas of northern Los
Angeles County and southern Orange County, with the majority of job
creation occurring in central/southern Los Angeles and northern/central
Orange counties.
The Project EIR does not address expected employment generation because it will not
substantially affect the jobs/housing balance of the City, County, or subregion. As borne
above analysis, the Project is consistent with the long-term decline in the jobs/housing
balance projected by SCAG and reflected in the Draft EIR. As such, potential increases in
travel associated with increased populations in the Beaumont area have been carried
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forward and addressed within the EIR’s considerations of air quality and transportation.
Jobs that may be produced by Project-sponsored commercial/retail development will
partially, but not completely, serve to offset these increases. The analysis and findings of
the Draft EIR are not affected.
Response SCAG-8
SCAG concurrence with the EIR analysis (SCAG Policy 3.03) is acknowledged. No further
response is required.
Response SCAG-9
As discussed at EIR Section 3.0, “Project Description,” the Project proposes a predominance
of attached single-family and “active adult” housing which, within the Beaumont area, is
available at generally lower price points than traditional single-family detached housing
units. While the EIR in no way infers that all residents of the Project will be employed, or
seek to be employed by Project-related uses, the availability of lower-cost housing is
considered to support a more balanced mix of housing types within the City and region.
The Project will not interfere with nor otherwise obstruct SCAG’s stated policy to
“Encourage local jurisdictions’ efforts to achieve a balance between the types of jobs they
seek to attract and housing prices.” As such, the Project is determined to be consistent with
SCAG Policy 3.04.
Response SCAG-10
SCAG concurrence with the EIR analysis (SCAG Policies 3.05 through 3.23) is
acknowledged. No further response is required.
Response SCAG-11
Although the Project does not propose the development of subsidized housing, as noted
in the preceding Response SCAG-9, the majority of the housing proposed by the Project is
categorized as attached single-family (e.g., duplexes or townhomes), or “active adult"
housing, which is typically designed with smaller and/or more consolidated floor plans
than traditional single-family detached housing units. As such, these types of housing units

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-71

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

are relatively less expensive to purchase or to rent. As such, the Project is determined to
be consistent with SCAG Policy 3.24.
Response SCAG-12
SCAG concurrence with the EIR analysis (SCAG Policy 3.27) is acknowledged. No further
response is required.
Response SCAG-13
The Project is determined to be consistent with the “Growth Visioning/Compass Principles”
referenced in this comment. Specifically, in regard to mobility, the homes and businesses
proposed by the Project would be located proximate to a freeway interchanges (Potrero
Boulevard at SR-60) and state/regional highways (SR-60 and SR-79). As discussed at Draft
EIR Section 4.7, “Traffic and Circulation,” the Project will be responsible for implementing
numerous roadway improvements which will improve circulation within and adjacent to
the Project area. Upon completion of the roadway improvements, service by transit
agencies is expected to be available to the Project.
In regard to livability, although construction of the Project is not considered “infill,” the
Project does propose mixed and mutually supportive land uses including: small and large
commercial/retail uses, single-family and multiple-family residential uses, a school,
parks/recreation areas, and substantial areas if undeveloped Open Space. Developed
portions of the Project will incorporate improved walkways, and recreational trails will be
provided within designated Open Space areas, promoting pedestrian access throughout
the Project site. Moreover, the Project’s clustered design with resulting proximate and
accessible land uses act to make the development “walkable.” Adherence to existing City
development standards will ensure that larger commercial uses proposed by the Project
remain “people-scaled.”
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The Project proposes a variety of housing types, and will not impose any limits on
educational opportunities, fiscal policies supporting balanced growth, or civic engagement
among the Project future residents or employees. Further, the Project does not propose
elements that could be construed as inflicting environmental injustices upon existing
residents on the basis of race, ethnicity or income class. The Project supports SCAG policies
promoting prosperity for all people.
And finally, in regard to sustainability, the Project would result in the preservation of
approximately 704.6 acres, or 44 percent of the total Specific Plan area as designated Open
Space. To the satisfaction of the City, the Project will also be required to reduce waste and
to utilize “green” development techniques as part of its construction and operations. Based
on the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with SCAG’s
Compass Growth Visioning policies.
Response SCAG-14
In regard to the Project's consistency with regional Transportation Plan (RTP) goals and
policies, a comprehensive Project traffic study was prepared for the proposed Project, and
was the basis for the EIR Traffic Impacts Analysis (TIA). The TIA demonstrates that the
with the application of proposed mitigation measures, the Project will not result in or cause
significant traffic impacts.
On-going and proposed development within the City of Beaumont and surrounding areas
represent a general transition from low-density, semi-rural communities to areas containing
a more balanced mix of jobs and housing. As effected through compliance with plans,
regulatory programs, and ordinance requirements of the State, County, and City, the
Project will be substantively consistent with the goals of the RTP, "to protect the
environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency," and to "encourage land
use and growth patterns that complement our transportation investments." Compliance
with SCAG's adopted Regional Performance Indicators are discussed below.
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Mobility: The Project will have direct and proximate access to SR-60 via the new SR60/Potrero Boulevard interchange located north/northwesterly of the subject site; and will
also be provided a southeasterly connection to SR-79. Connection to these major regional
transportation corridors facilitates the mobility of Project residents and employees.
Accessibility/Reliability: As described above and in the TIA, the subject site has direct
access to a developing subregional and regional roadway system. The City and County
have coordinated a backbone system of arterial and major roadways that will assure
reasonable and dependable levels of service for commuters and for transit agencies.
Cost-Effectiveness/Productivity:

Implementation

of

the

Project

transportation

improvements consistent with the City's General Plan Circulation Element facilitates
comprehensive, coordinated planing of transportation improvements, minimizing
redundant or inefficient efforts, and maximizing returns on transportation investments.
Sustainability/Preservation: The Project would result in the construction of permanent
facilities and infrastructure, representing a long-term investment in, and commitment to,
the economic growth and sustainability of the community. Development fees and tax
revenues generated by the Project will assist the City and County in developing new
infrastructure and maintaining existing infrastructure systems, thus preserving or
improving the existing systems while providing new system capabilities and capacities.
Environmental: The Project will logically provide access to the surrounding region via the
existing and planned roadway system. The Project site is conveniently located in relation
to its identified market area and potential residents.
Environmental Justice: Implementation of the Project will provide a range of residential
housing and the creation of new jobs for skilled and unskilled workers. The residential and
employment opportunities resulting from the Project will be equally available to all
residents of the City and region. All potentially adverse environmental effects of the

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-74

© 2 0 0 7 A p p lie d P la n n i n g , I n c .

Project are mitigated to the extent feasible and the Project is not located nor configured so
as to disproportionately impact (negatively or positively) any group or quintile.
As supported by the preceding discussions, the Project is consistent with SCAG's RTP goals
and policies.
Response SCAG-15
As addressed in the preceding responses SCAG-14 and SCAG-15, the Project is
substantially consistent with the goals and policies of the referenced Growth Visioning
Compass and Regional Transportation Plan. As such, the Project is also considered
consistent with SCAG Policy 5.11, which requires the consideration of air quality, land use,
transportation and economic relationships “to ensure consistency and minimize conflicts.”
Response SCAG-16
SCAG concurs with the EIR analysis regarding consistency of the Project with SCAG
Policies 9.01, 9.02, 9.03, 9.04, 9.05, 9.06, 9.07, 9.08, and 11.07, as they relate to planning efforts
which act to protect the environment and vital resources, and design issues relating to a
variety of hazards.
Response SCAG-17
As addressed in the preceding responses SCAG-1 through SCAG-16, the Project is
determined to be consistent with applicable goals and policies of SCAG’s Regional
Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Growth Visioning/Compass, and Regional Transportation
Plan. The consistency analysis included in this Final EIR, combined with the references to
relevant discussions in the EIR provided at Draft EIR Appendix G, addresses the regional
and subregional concerns expressed by SCAG. Further, Section 4.0 of this Final EIR
identifies the plan for mitigation monitoring to ensure that potentially significant impacts
are minimized to the extent feasible, as required under CEQA. No additional analysis is
required.
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CITY OF BANNING, PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Letter Dated June 15, 2007
Response BAN-1
Consistent with the TIA scope and Study Area developed in concurrence with the Lead
Agency, the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), Draft EIR Appendix D, addressed both the
near-term and long-range intersection improvement needs at the existing I-10/Beaumont
Avenue interchange and the future SR-60/Potrero Boulevard interchange. The analysis
addressed year 2006 and 2012 Project phase scenarios, and long-term (post 2030) General Plan
Buildout conditions. With implementation of improvements identified in the TIA, potentially
affected Study Area interchanges (I-10/Beaumont Avenue and the future SR-60/Potrero
Boulevard interchange) will operate at acceptable Levels of Service.
The I-10/SR-60 freeway interchange is a region-serving transportation facility, addressed by
regional agencies through regional funding mechanisms. Improvement of the I-10/SR-60
interchange is identified as a future Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC)
project, as shown on the RCTC’s website: http://www.rctc.org/projects/highway_60.asp.
The planning, design, and construction of regional transportation facilities, is supported
through existing funding mechanisms and regional transportation planning efforts. In
combination, these funding sources and planning efforts effect infrastructure improvements
and the multi-modal transportation components necessary to support regional traffic growth.
Major funding mechanisms within Riverside County include the Measure A sales tax
extension, the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), and local development impact
fees. Regional transportation plans are developed through, and in coordination with, the
RCTC, the Riverside County Integrated Plan (RCIP), the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
and the Riverside County Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability
Process (CETAP). Improvements to region-serving facilities such as I-10 and SR-60 also require
state and federal involvement.
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With specific regard to Interstate (I-10) mainline improvements, on a regional, statewide, and
federal basis, Interstate mainline improvements are evaluated, planned, and programmed
within the context of a Major Investment Study (MIS).

The MIS process allows for

determination of which multi-modal corridor improvements are needed in light of any other
regionally significant transportation projects being considered. Development and projectspecific requirements for funding, planning, or construction of region-serving Interstate
mainline improvements have not been established. Moreover, such improvements are
currently addressed on a regional, statewide and national basis through the MIS process noted
above. The Lead Agency is participatory to the aforementioned plans and processes, supports
regional transportation planning efforts, and actively coordinates local plans with regional
transportation plans.
Currently, Measure A sales tax revenues provide funding for a range of transportation projects
and services throughout Riverside County. Measure A includes the following active regional
transportation projects within the Project vicinity, with a budget of approximately $230 million:
• I-10 Freeway between SR-60 Freeway and San Bernardino County Line – Add
eastbound truck climbing lane ($75 million);
• I-10/SR-60/SR-79 Junction – Construct new interchange ($129 million);
• SR-60 Freeway between Moreno Valley and I-10 Freeway – Add eastbound truck
climbing lane ($26 million).
The future improvement of the I-10/SR-60 interchange identified previously is also a MeasureA-eligible transportation project. Measure A sales tax revenues will be generated by the Legacy
Highlands Specific Plan Project and will fund regional transportation improvements.
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In addition to, and in support of, transportation improvements facilitated through Measure
A, regional transportation projects will also be funded in part through the Project’s
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) contributions. It is the intent of the TUMF
program to equitably allocate the cost of areawide improvements on a sub-regional basis
through participation of the County and individual cities (including the City of Beaumont).
The TUMF program establishes a key funding source for transportation facility
improvements within the TIA Study Area. Current vicinity TUMF-funded facilities include:
• SR-60/Potrero Boulevard interchange – Construct new interchange ($23.3 million);
• I-10/Beaumont Avenue interchange – Improve existing interchange ($11.7 million);
• Potrero Boulevard from San Timoteo Canyon Road to 1st Street – Construct new fourlane roadway ($78.9 million);
•

Potrero Boulevard from 1st Street to SR-79 – Construct new two-lane roadway ($8.2
million);

• 1st Street from Viele Avenue to Pennsylvania Avenue – Widen to a four-lane roadway
($4.8 million);
• Viele Avenue from 6th Street to 1st Street – Widen to a four-lane roadway ($34.9
million);
In support of the above and future designated TUMF facilities, the Legacy Highlands Specific
Plan Project is preliminarily estimated to generate approximately $34.3 million in TUMF
revenues, as summarized below:
Single-Family Detached Residential:

$15,208,317

Multi-Family Attached Residential :

$ 8,058,304

Retail Commercial:

$11,078,410

TOTAL

$ 34,345,031
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Response BAN-2
As noted in the preceding Response BAN-1, the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project will
participate in the design, planning, and construction of regional transportation facilities
through development fee assessments and/or payment of taxes pursuant to adopted
programs and requirements. Additionally, specific improvements to be constructed by the
Project will act to provide localized traffic efficiencies, thereby reducing impacts as they may
otherwise affect regional transportation facilities. In total, these actions support policies,
plans, and requirements of the Riverside County Congestion Management Plan (CMP).
Moreover, the Project TIA is determined to be in compliance with the Riverside County
CMP requirements. In this regard, the Riverside County Transportation Commission has
adopted a minimum Level of Service (LOS) threshold of LOS “E” to be maintained on CMP
facilities. Within the TIA Study Area, CMP facilities include: SR-60 on/off ramps, SR-79
(Beaumont Avenue, Lamb Canyon Road) intersections and on/off ramps, and I-10 on/off
ramps. The TIA assessed potential Project impacts affecting the noted facilities and
identified improvements necessary to maintain a minimum LOS “D” at the affected
locations. Since LOS “D” conditions are superior to the County’s CMP threshold of LOS
“E”, the TIA, proposed improvements, and resulting LOS conditions are in compliance
with Riverside County CMP requirements. Please refer also to Response BAN-1, above.
Response BAN-3
Regional transportation planning efforts providing for improvements to the I-10/SR-60
interchange, as well as the Study Area interchanges, are discussed at Responses BAN-1 and
BAN-2, above. Existing I-10/SR-79 (Beaumont Ave.) interchange conditions are summarized
at Draft EIR table 4.7-3, and are presented in detail within the Project TIA. As indicated in the
Draft EIR and TIA, the interchange of Beaumont Avenue (SR-79) at I-10 currently operates at
acceptable LOS levels (C/D) under both AM and PM peak hour conditions. The commentor
provides no substantiation in support of the statement . . . “The study underestimated the current
performance and traffic congestion problems that already exist at the I-10 and Rte. 79 interchange
. . .”
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Concerns regarding “effects at “all other freeway interchanges” that would be potentially
affected by Project traffic are summarized in the previous Responses BAN-1 through BAN3, and are presented in detail in the Project TIA.
Issues of regional and general interest such as: County-wide goods movements, and the
Alameda Corridor East grade separation projects, are region-serving transportation
programs, addressed by regional agencies through regional funding mechanisms. Within the
region, goods movements will be enhanced by the Alameda Corridor East rail system grade
separation projects, which are identified as future Riverside County Transportation
Commission projects, see: http://www.rctc.org/projects/future_goods.asp. The Alameda
Corridor East grade separation projects within Riverside County have a proposed overall
budget of approximately $560 million to be funded through various federal, state, and local
transportation programs. RCTC has identified the following locations within the Pass Area
that would be upgraded to provide grade-separated rail crossings :
• Sunset Avenue (City of Banning);
• Hargrave Street (City of Banning);
• San Gorgonio Avenue (City of Banning);
• California Avenue (City of Beaumont);
•

San Timoteo Canyon Road (City of Calimesa);

• Viele Avenue (City of Beaumont);
• Pennsylvania Avenue (City of Beaumont).
Response BAN-4
As provided for under CEQA, the discussion of cumulative impacts should be guided by
standards of practicality and reasonableness [Guidelines, Section 15130 (b)]. Only those
projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the Project at hand
require evaluation. The list of cumulative projects considered in the TIA and EIR was
formulated in concert with, and at the direction of, the Lead Agency. Cumulative projects
germane to the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project are presented at TIA Exhibit 4-RR.
Cumulative effects of these related projects have been included in the near-term (2006 and
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2012) traffic forecasts and analyses.

Long-term (post-2030) General Plan Buildout

Conditions, by definition, include the identified cumulative projects.
The Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Project is consistent with the 2006 City of Beaumont
General Plan Land Use Element. Moreover, the recency of the General Plan (2006) would
indicate that its predicted Buildout scenario would accurately represent future cumulative
development conditions. Should any given project propose land uses or development
intensities which exceed or otherwise substantively differ from the adopted General Plan
Land Use Element and/or Zoning Map, a General Plan Amendment and/or Zone Change
would be required. In which case that particular project will be required to address its
impacts, including an assessment of cumulative impacts.
The General Plan Buildout traffic forecasts for the TIA Study Area are based on the Pass
Area Model (PAM), which was modified to include the latest General Plan land use data
(including known Specific Plans), and to account for the updated work in the Riverside
County Integrated Project (RCIP) traffic model. The Pass Area Model was developed to
provide forecasts related to the RCIP model on a regional scale while also better reflecting
local conditions for the Cities of Beaumont, Banning and Calimesa. Data inputs to the Pass
Area Model include external trip generation from the regional RCIP model, the City of
Beaumont General Plan roadway network, and the City of Beaumont General Plan land use
data. Long-range land use and circulation conditions have also been included for the
adjacent cities of Calimesa and Banning. The only modification to RCIP’s external
representation is the change of SR-79 from a freeway to a limited access conventional
highway (expressway)
The Pass Area Model was also updated in coordination with the City of Banning and Kunzman
Associates, who prepared the traffic study for the adopted update of the City of Banning
General Plan Circulation Element. The long-range traffic projections presented in Kunzman
Associates’ traffic study are based on the Pass Area Model.
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The TIA scope and methodology in total, inclusive of the TIA Study Area limits, is
consistent with direction provided by the Lead Agency, and was specifically developed to
include roadways and intersections that could be potentially adversely affected by Project
traffic. As presented in the TIA (TIA Exhibits 4-A through 4-HH), it is anticipated that
between 5 and 10 percent of the Project traffic will access the commercial area west of
Highland Springs Avenue, and that the Project will have only nominal traffic interaction
with the I-10/Highland Springs interchange.
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SOBOBA BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS
Letter Dated May 7, 2007
Response SCRD-1
The location of the site within the Tribal Traditional Use Areas is acknowledged.
Response SCRD-2
As discussed at Draft EIR Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources,” Page 4.5-17 “. . .based on the
requirements of SB-18, the City will initiate consultation with appropriate Native American
representatives to ensure that sacred areas within the vicinity of the Project site are
adequately protected.” The City of Beaumont appreciates the involvement of the Band in
this consultation process.
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Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 3 of 15

BCRG-3
(cont’d)
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BCRG-6

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 4 of 15
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(cont’d)

BCRG-7

BCRG-8

BCRG-9

BCRG-10

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 5 of 15

BCRG-10
(cont’d)

BCRG-11

BCRG-12

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 6 of 15

BCRG-12
(cont’d)
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BCRG-14

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 7 of 15
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(cont’d)
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BCRG-16

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth, page 8 of 15
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(cont’d)
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(cont’d)
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(cont’d)
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C. ROBERT FERGUSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW
Letter Dated June 15, 2007
Response BCRG-1
Submittal of comments by Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth (BCRG) is
acknowledged.
Response BCRG-2
Introductory remarks provided by BCRG summarize that organization’s opinions
regarding the Draft EIR. The commentor’s opinions will be forwarded to decision-makers
for their consideration.
BCRG provides additional background information stating the purpose of, and adequacy
standards for, EIRs pursuant to CEQA [CEQA Guidelines 15151]. The commentor offers that
the EIR does not meet CEQA adequacy standards in terms of its informational and analytic
content, nor in its presentation of information and analysis. The Lead Agency is aware of
CEQA EIR informational requirements and adequacy criteria, and has prepared the Draft
EIR consistent with these requirements and criteria. The commentor is further directed to
http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/ for full discussions and context of CEQA EIR intent and
requirements.
Response BCRG-3
The scope of the Project, and general categories and acreages of proposed Project land uses
as summarized by the commentor are materially correct. The commentor further states that
subject site’s current General Plan Land Use designation is currently projected to be “very
low-density residential.” The commentor is partially correct. The Project land uses and
development concepts are articulated at Draft EIR Pages 4.1-3 through 4.1-5, as follows.
The Project site currently lies within unincorporated Riverside County. As
part of the requested discretionary actions, and to allow for City approval of
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the Project, the Project proponent has requested annexation of the subject site
into the City of Beaumont. Upon annexation, the Project area will be subject
to City land use policies and regulations. On this basis, the City of Beaumont
2006 General Plan (General Plan) and Beaumont Zoning Ordinance (Zoning
Ordinance) were employed for the General Plan and Zoning consistency
analysis included in this DEIR.
The following [Draft EIR] Figure 4.1-1 overlays the Project boundaries on the
General Plan Land Use Designations for the Project area. As presented at
[Draft EIR] Figure 4.1-1, the Beaumont General Plan Land Use Element
designates the Project area land uses as “Commercial/Industrial Overlay”
(generally north of the 4th Street alignment and Cooper’s Creek), and “Rural
Residential” southerly of the 4th Street alignment.
Aspects and characteristics of the Commercial Industrial Overlay and Rural
Residential Land Uses as excerpted from the General Plan are presented
below:
• The Commercial Industrial Overlay applies to a single area of the
City located in the Southwest Planning Area, south of the SR-60
Freeway. This land use designation permits either industrial or
commercial land uses or a combination of both.
• Rural Residential is characterized by very low-density residential
development. A large portion of the City is undeveloped or
consists of large tracts of land with few homes. This land use
designation permits between 0 to 2 units per acre. The
corresponding population density will be 7 persons per acre
assuming an average household size of 3.5 persons per unit. The
purpose of this land use designation is to maintain and preserve
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the rural, agricultural character of those areas located in the
extreme southern and northern portions of the City.
As part of the approval and entitlement process, the Project area will also be
Pre-Zoned as the “Legacy Highlands Specific Plan.” Under the proposed
Specific Plan zoning designation, the entire Project area is afforded, and is
subject to, the City’s Specific Plan requirements and provisions. As presented
at Figure 4.1-2, land uses proposed under the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
reflect underlying General Plan Land Use designations, thereby establishing
consistency of the Project’s Specific Plan Zoning with the General Plan Land
Use Element.
As summarized above, the Draft EIR establishes consistency between the Project land uses
and the City of Beaumont General Plan Land Use Element.
The commentor correctly notes that, regarding the Project, “there is currently no annexation
proceeding before the Local Agency Formation Commission.” This, however, has no
bearing on the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. Should the Project be approved by the
City, to include the approval of the requested pre-zoning, the City will petition LAFCO for
annexation of the Project site. Analysis provided in the Draft EIR may be used by LAFCO
in their consideration of proposed annexation actions. Annexation of the Project site is
noted as one of the discretionary actions necessary to realize the Project. [Draft EIR Pages
3-19, 3-20.]
Response BCRG-4
The commentor incorrectly states that the Project “includes the extension of Potrero
Boulevard from State-Route 60 to connect with State Route 79.” As discussed at Draft EIR
Page 3-14:
Regional and vicinity access to the Specific Plan is provided by SR-60, which
exists in an east-west alignment northerly of the Project. Approximately
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bisecting the Specific Plan in a northeast-to-southwest alignment, proposed
Potrero Boulevard will serve as a major connecting road between proposed
Specific Plan land uses. Potrero Boulevard will also serve as a regional
transportation link connecting SR-60 with a proposed off-site augmented
major road that will connect with SR-79, Lamb Canyon Road. It is noted here,
that the final alignment of Potrero Boulevard has not yet [been] determined,
and the alignment indicated in the Specific Plan is tentative and conceptual.
Alignment studies and associated environmental analyses for the design and
construction of Potrero Boulevard are progressing independent of the Project,
and construction of this roadway may precede the Project.
In this regard, it is recognized that the ultimate alignment of Potrero
Boulevard will, to some extent, affect the configuration of the Project land
uses and its proposed neighborhoods. However, the potential alternative
alignments for this roadway (i.e., shifting the alignment north or south vis-avis the alignment concept reflected in this EIR), should not have any
substantive environmental effects relative to the Project. To this end, the
Project will be amended as necessary to respond to the ultimate alignment for
Potrero Boulevard. Such amendments may include, but are not limited to
reconfiguration of proposed land uses, connecting internal roadways, and
incorporation or modification of Potrero Boulevard streetscape designs.
Should the Lead Agency determine that substantial changes to the Project are
required in order to accommodate the ultimate alignment for Potrero
Boulevard, additional environmental evaluation may be required.
As an element of the regional circulation system, the design and construction of Potrero
Boulevard is proceeding independent of, but will ultimately be coordinated with, design
and implementation of the Project. In this regard, the status of Potrero Boulevard
improvements was recently noted by the Western Regional Council of Governments
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(WRCOG). The WRCOG’s November 2006 “eTUMF Newsletter”1 included the following
summary of the Potrero Boulevard planning and construction efforts.
TUMF Arterial Improvements built by CFD/Developer Consortium - The
following TUMF Projects are either built or currently under construction:
Potrero Boulevard interchange and roadway improvement includes
installation of a new four-lane arterial connecting Oak Valley Parkway to SR
79. Rough grading of the project alignment is already underway north of the
proposed SR-60 interchange location. Project completion will take 3 to 5 years
to finish and is estimated to cost $79 million to extend the entire segment to
Oak Valley Parkway. On the north [south] side of the I-10 freeway, Potrero
Boulevard is built to 4-lane capacity between Highland Springs and
Pennsylvania Avenues. From here, Potrero Boulevard will be extended a
quarter mile west to SR-79 and then to SR-60 where it will reduce future
traffic congestion at the 1-10/SR-79 interchange.
As a component of regional development, the Project will participate in funding the Potrero
Boulevard improvements through CFD fee payments and TUMF payments.
Response BCRG-5
The commentor describes a document (the “Hendrix Comments”) which was submitted
concurrent with the commentor’s other remarks, and attempts to draw conclusions based
on that document relative to the Project and the Project EIR. The commentor states: “In July
2004, Michael Hendrix, Environmental Consulting Services, analyzed the environmental
impact of developing 130 acres adjacent to the northern boundary of the detached portion
of the Project and the easterly boundary of the primary portion of the Project, from vacant
land to housing.”

1

http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/downloads/ewrcog/etumf0611_main1.html
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In point of fact, the document submitted by the commentor (included as Attachment C of
this Final EIR) is not an environmental analysis of a development proposal, but is rather a
private, uncertified third party review of an environmental checklist prepared by others for
a development proposal of unknown qualities or context. The title of the “Hendrix
Comments” document cited by the commentor is: Comments on the Environmental Checklist
Form for Tentative Tract No. 31162, Negative Declaration No. 03-ND-18 and Annexation No. 04ANX-02. While the author of this document (Michael Hendrix) undertakes certain
independent analyses in support of his comments on the environmental checklist, the
referenced “Hendrix Comments” document has no standing as an environmental analysis
under CEQA, nor have the “Hendrix Comments” been approved, certified, or adopted by
any jurisdictional agency. Moreover, the original document which was the subject of the
“Hendrix Comments” (Environmental Checklist Form for Tentative Tract No.31162,
Negative Declaration No.03-ND-18 and Annexation No. 04-ANX-02) was never approved,
certified, or adopted by any jurisdictional agency, and similarly has no standing under
CEQA. Moreover, it is noted that disagreement among experts regarding CEQA analyses
in general is not uncommon, and these disagreements will not of themselves negate any
decision the City may make relative to the Project or the Project EIR.
The commentor states further: “The analysis of the detached 115+/- acre area of the Legacy
Project is not separated from the analysis of the major portion of the Project. Therefore it
is clear that Applied Planning, Inc., considers the environment of both areas to be
essentially the same.” As a general response, the environmental context for the Project in
total is presented consistent with available baseline documentation provided by the Lead
Agency, and/or developed for the Project and the EIR. Within the EIR, localized attributes
and constraints are identified and discussed as they relate to potentially significant
environmental impacts. CEQA does not allow for bifurcation of analyses and development
proposals in the manner suggested by the commentor. To infer that the EIR’s presentation
and evaluation of the entire Project consistent with CEQA requirements somehow equates
to wholesale consideration of the area’s baseline environmental context as “essentially the
same,” is inaccurate.
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Response BCRG-6
The commentor contends that there is no substantive preliminary analysis or planning
regarding the proposed alignment and construction of Potrero Boulevard, and that the EIR
is incorrect in stating that the final alignment of Potrero Boulevard has not yet been
determined.
As noted in the preceding Response BCRG-4, the WRCOG “eTUMF Newsletter,”2 dated
November 2006, stated that rough grading of the Potrero Boulevard project alignment is
already underway north of the proposed SR-60 interchange location. Further, in the
subsequent June 5, 2007 Riverside County Transportation Commission Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Quarterly Report (attachment B to this Final EIR), the
Potrero Boulevard Project (San Timoteo Canyon to SR-79) is listed as an identified
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Project Line Item (Project Number 5112),
with agreements in process for Phase 2 (Plans, Specifications, and Estimates; PS&E). As also
identified in the Quarterly Report, construction start for this portion of Potrero Boulevard
(San Timoteo Canyon to SR-79) is projected for Fiscal Year 2010.
As indicated above, there are definitive actions and plans regarding the alignment and
construction of Potrero Boulevard. The concept alignment for this roadway is also
preliminarily indicated in the City of Beaumont General Plan Circulation Element
(following). Regardless of any alignment shifts which may be realized in its final design
and configuration, Potrero Boulevard will function as a regional transportation facility
providing an east-west travel route connecting SR-60 to SR-79. In this regard, the westerly
connection for Potrero Boulevard at SR-60 is fixed at the SR-60/Potrero Boulevard
interchange (currently under construction), with an ultimate connection easterly at SR-79.
The Draft EIR does not depict, nor propose substantively varied conceptual alignments for
Potrero Boulevard. Within the Project site, all alignments are indicated northerly of the
“Not A Part” parcel cited by the commentor. Phased construction of Potrero Boulevard is
one component of the required “backbone” circulation system necessary to support
2

http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/downloads/ewrcog/etumf0611_main1.html
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corresponding phased development of the Project. Construction of Potrero Boulevard in
support of Phase I of the Project, as excerpted from Draft EIR Table 4.7-11 (Draft EIR Pages
4.7-29 through 4.7-31) is summarized below. The referenced improvements are illustrated
at Draft EIR Figure 4.7-4, reproduced herein. Highlighting has been added for Phase I
Portrero Boulevard.

3.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from 4th Street to the TAZ 3 east boundary at its ultimate
half-section width as a M ajor (100-foot R.O.W .).

4.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 3 east boundary to "A" Street at its ultimate
full-section width as a M ajor (100-foot R.O.W .).

5.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from "A" Street to Mellow Lane as an interim two-lane 32-foot
pavement section.

Continuing easterly from Potrero Boulevard, and providing an easterly connection to SR79, the following improvements will also be realized in support of Phase I of the Project.
The referenced improvements are illustrated at Draft EIR Figure 4.7-4, reproduced herein.
Highlighting has been added for Phase I Mellow Lane/Veile Avenue/1st Street
improvements.
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6.

Construct M ellow Lane from Potrero Boulevard to Viele Avenue as an interim two-lane 32-foot
pavement section.

7.

Construct Viele Avenue from M ellow Lane to the extension of 1st Street as an interim two-lane
32-foot pavement section.

8.

Construct the extension of 1st Street from its westerly terminus to Viele Avenue as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

Potrero Boulevard improvements constructed under Phase II (Project Buildout) are
summarized below, and illustrated at Draft EIR Figure 4.7-5, reproduced herein.
Highlighting has been added for Phase II Potrero Boulevard improvements.

15.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from 4th Street to the northerly Project boundary at its ultimate
half-section width as an Urban Arterial (134-foot R.O.W .).

16.

Complete Potrero Boulevard from 4th Street to the TAZ 3 east boundary at its ultimate
full-section width as a M ajor (100-foot R.O.W .).

17.

Complete Potrero Boulevard from "A" Street to the easterly Project boundary at its ultimate
full-section width as a M ajor (100- foot R.O.W .).

18.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the easterly Project boundary to the TAZ 8 northwest
boundary as an interim two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

19.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 northwest boundary to the TAZ 8 central boundary
at its ultimate full-section width as a M ajor (100-foot R.O.W .).

20.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 central boundary to the TAZ 8 southwest
Boundary as an interim two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

21.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 southwest boundary to the TAZ 8 south boundary
at its ultimate full-section width as a M ajor (100-foot R.O.W .).

22.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 south boundary to Lamb Canyon Road (SR-79) as
an interim two-lane 32-foot pavement section.
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In response to commentor’s concern that the EIR discussion does not specifically recognize
all cardinal points and directional variants that may be realized in the ultimate design and
alignment of Potrero Boulevard, the Draft EIR discussion at Page 3-3 is amended as follows:
In this regard, it is recognized that the ultimate alignment of Potrero
Boulevard will, to some extent, affect the configuration of the Project land
uses and its proposed Neighborhoods. However, the potential alternative
alignments for this roadway (i.e., shifting the alignment north or south vis-avis the alignment concept reflected in this EIR), should not have any
substantive environmental effects relative to the Project. To this end, the
Project will be amended as necessary to respond to the ultimate alignment
for Potrero Boulevard. Such amendments may include, but are not limited
to reconfiguration of proposed land uses, connecting internal roadways, and
incorporation or modification of Potrero Boulevard streetscape designs.
Should the Lead Agency determine that substantial changes to the Project are
required in order to accommodate the ultimate alignment for Potrero
Boulevard, additional environmental evaluation may be required.
Moreover, and as noted previously, it is recognized that a definitive alignment for Potrero
Boulevard has not been assigned, and the concept alignment indicated in the EIR is
potentially subject to change. Should a subsequent alignment for Potrero Boulevard
substantively affect the Project, additional environmental review of the altered Project may
be required.
Response BCRG-7
The commentor refers to potential amendment(s) to the Draft EIR, and indicates that such
amendment(s) are “only appropriate for very minor changes.” As noted above at Response
BCRG-6, and stated at Draft EIR Page 3-3, the Project (not the EIR) will be amended to
respond the ultimate alignment and configuration for Potrero Boulevard. Further, as stated
in the EIR, “Should the Lead Agency determine that substantial changes to the Project are
required in order to accommodate the ultimate alignment for Potrero Boulevard, additional
environmental evaluation may be required.” [Draft EIR Page 3-3.]
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The Draft EIR does not state, nor otherwise infer limitations of additional environmental
review or documentation that may be required by the Lead Agency. If the changes are
minor, such environmental additional evaluation might realized be in the form of an
Addendum (as suggested by the commentor). More substantive changes could potentially
warrant a Supplemental EIR, Subsequent EIR, or an entirely new environmental analysis,
as determined by the Lead Agency.
Response BCRG-8
The commentor speculates on the alignment of Potrero Boulevard, and notes that “In all
probability, the ultimate route of Potrero Boulevard will be aligned with none of the routes
shown in the Legacy DEIR.” As discussed in the Draft EIR and the Specific Plan, it is
recognized that the ultimate alignment of Potrero Boulevard is potentially subject to
change, and the Project will be amended (if necessary) to respond to the ultimate alignment
for this roadway.
The commentor states that the route for Potrero Boulevard will be determined by
engineering feasibility, costs, and environmental considerations. These generalized truisms
are applicable when considering any type of construction. The commentor then summarily
concludes that “by reason of this, the ultimate route will have [a] significant impact not
only on the space available for housing, but on traffic/circulation, noise and air quality [as
well].” The Lead Agency does not concur with this conclusion.
The City will consider the ultimate alignment of Potrero Boulevard in determining if or
how the Project should be amended, to include any additional necessary environmental
evaluation resulting from the amended Project. Please refer also to Responses BCRG-6 and
BCRG-7.
Response BCRG-9
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential agricultural resources
impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have no standing under CEQA,
and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an uncertified environmental
document prepared for an unknown (other than by title) development proposal. The

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-114

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

“Hendrix Comments” have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis of, the
Project’s potential environmental impacts.
However, potential agricultural resources impacts of the Project are discussed at Initial
Study Item II. “Agriculture Resources,” included in Draft EIR Appendix A, and excerpted
as follows.
a-c) No Impact. The site is not designated as prime farmland, nor is it
currently used for agricultural production. Historically, the Project site and
vicinity have not been employed for substantial agricultural purposes. The
Project site is not affected by, or subject to, conditions of Williamson Act
contract(s). The Project will have no discernible impact on agricultural
resources.
The discussion of potential agricultural resources impacts presented in the EIR Initial Study
is consistent with, and are supported by, descriptions and analyses presented in the
following excerpts from the City of Beaumont General Plan.
Although Beaumont is mostly undeveloped, nearly one-half of the City’s
land area consists of vacant land (approximately 1,279 acres within City
limits, 6,000 acres within the City's sphere of influence, and 9,000 acres in the
Planning Area). Much of the vacant land is suitable for agricultural usage,
though due to the amount of urbanization taking place in the community, the
pressures for additional development severely constrain the viability of
agriculture as a continued/permanent use. [City of Beaumont General Plan,
March 2007, Page 103.]
Supporting descriptions of agricultural resources and analysis of potential impacts to
agricultural resources resulting from buildout of the General Plan Area (including
development of the Project site) is also presented in the General Plan EIR, as follows.
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Almost one-half, or an estimated 1,279 acres within the current City limits is
undeveloped. Within the larger General Plan Area, approximately 9,000 acres
is vacant and undeveloped. Much of these vacant properties are considered
to be generally suitable for agricultural uses. However ongoing development
pressures have acted to severely constrain any meaningful agricultural
production within these areas. No agricultural properties within the General
Plan Area are currently covered under the provisions of a Williamson Act
Contract, nor are any properties designated as prime farmlands, unique
farmlands, or farmlands of statewide importance. No properties within the
current City limits are zoned for agricultural uses.
Land uses proposed under the 2006 General Plan Update recognize ongoing
urbanization within the General Plan Area, and in this respect provide no
specific allocation nor land use designations related to agricultural uses. The
2006 General Plan Update does however acknowledge active agricultural
uses that may occur within the General Plan Area. Specifically, Resource
Management Element Policy No. 2 states that ‘ . . . The City of Beaumont will
support the maintenance of existing agricultural resources in the City to the
extent feasible.’ Environmental Review programs adopted by the City
provide for implementation of this policy. This policy supports the presence
of current agricultural uses, but realistically recognizes ongoing urbanization
and conversion of agricultural uses consistent with the 2006 General Plan
Update land use plan. It is also recognized that other Resource Management
Element policies and supporting implementation programs provide for
maintenance and preservation of open space areas and soils generally
associated with agricultural uses. Please refer to Resource Management
Element policies presented in [General Plan EIR] Table 4.1-2.
As supported by the preceding discussion, the potential for adoption and
implementation of the proposed 2006 General Plan Update to: result in
conversion of prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide
importance, to urban uses; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses,
or a Williamson Act contract; or result in changes to the existing environment
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that may result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses, is
considered less-than-significant. [Beaumont 2006 General Plan UpdateRevised Draft EIR-SCH No. 2004061001, Pages 4.1-27, 4.1-28.]
The commentor also raises a question regarding potential Project-related greenhouse gases
emissions impacts. This comment is repeated and expanded at Comment BCRG-18 and a
detailed response is provided at Response BCRG-18 and at FEIR Attachment A. The
findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected.
Response BCRG-10
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential earth resources/
geologic/topographic impacts; and hydrology/water quality impacts. As noted previously,
the “Hendrix Comments” have no standing under CEQA, and are solely a third party
opinion expressed regarding an uncertified environmental document prepared for an
unknown development proposal. The “Hendrix Comments” have no application to, and
do not provide reasoned analysis of, the Project’s potential environmental impacts. The
commentor is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.2, “Earth Resources,” Section 4.11,
“Aesthetics,” and the Project Geotechnical Investigation, which is available for review at
the City of Beaumont, for relevant analyses regarding steep slopes, ridgelines, and
terrain/topographic considerations. More specifically, the following excerpt from Draft EIR
Page 4.2-14, summarizes the discussion.
The

Project

Geotechnical

Investigation

presents

recommendations

addressing, or related to, soils and site conditions within the Project area,
providing direction in the areas of: general earthwork and grading; remedial
removals; deep fill areas; rippability and oversize disposal; fill slopes; cut
slopes; transition lots; nuisance groundwater; surface drainage and erosion
control; subdrainage; foundations; pavement; retaining walls; cement type;
temporary excavations; plan reviews, and geotechnical testing and
observation during grading. Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.2.2 and 4.2.3
ensure compliance with recommendations of the Project Geotechnical
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Investigation, as well as requirements and recommendations of mandated
subsequent site-specific and design geotechnical analyses.
The commentor remarks that “BCRG is informed” of various items or concerns regarding
closed “dumps,” toxics, hazardous wastes, and considerations regarding location of schools
relative to hazardous sites. Certain comments are purported to be attributable to the
Beaumont Unified School District (BUSD, District), e.g., “BCRG is further informed that the
Beaumont Unified School District has expressly informed the City of Beaumont that schools
cannot be constructed in the area by reason of the toxic and hazardous waste which was
placed in the County of Riverside Dump.” Absent from the commentor’s remarks is factual
substantiation, such as the types and quantities of toxics/waste, their potential location(s)
and relationship to the Project, and any specifics regarding “dump sites.”
It is important to note that public school districts will not, as matter of course, allow
construction of school sites in areas substantially affected by any hazardous conditions. In
this regard, school districts are required to conduct their own environmental review,
including detailed Phase I Environmental Assessments, as one of many components and
considerations when identifying potential school site locations. Detailed site investigation
and site selection processes mandated by the BUSD and the Office of the State Architect act
to preclude or minimize the potential for exposure of schools and school sites to hazardous
conditions.
Further, no such comments indicating unacceptability of location of a potential school site
within the Project site due to hazardous conditions have been received, suggested, or
otherwise inferred by BUSD in response to the EIR NOP, in direct communications
between the EIR preparers and BUSD during formulation of the EIR, nor in BUSD’s review
of the publicly-circulated Draft EIR. Ultimately, and irrespective of locations that may be
suggested as potential school site(s) within the Project area, BUSD will accept or reject sites
based on their own autonomous evaluations in combination with State-mandated selection
criteria.
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With regard to unknown hazards/hazardous conditions that may be encountered in the
course of developing the subject site, and in response to NOP comments provided by the
California Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC), the EIR has previously incorporated
the following Mitigation Measure HM-1:
HM-1 Consistent with established local, State and federal protocols and
performance standards, any potentially hazardous conditions affecting the
subject site, as identified through a comprehensive Environmental Site
Assessment Report, will be remediated and/or removed concurrent with
other site preparation activities. Further, any as yet unidentified potential
hazardous materials or conditions that may be encountered during site
preparation will be removed and disposed of consistent with applicable local,
State, and Federal regulations. [Draft EIR Page 1-13 and Page 1-68.]
The commentor provides no detail or substantiation allowing for specific responses to the
remarks provided. Nor do the commentor’s remarks allow for, or further, reasoned
analytic discussions, or potential consideration of mitigation measures and/or design
alternatives. In this regard, the commentor’s remarks are inconsistent with the provisions
and intent of CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd. (a) which states in pertinent part:
In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to
avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time,
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of
what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project
at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope
of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
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commentor’s. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond
to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in
the EIR.
Continuing, Guidelines § 15204 subd. (c) provides:
c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit
data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or
expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence.
The commentor’s statements will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.
Response BCRG-11
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential hydrology/water
quality impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have no standing under
CEQA, and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an uncertified
environmental document prepared for an unknown development proposal. The “Hendrix
Comments” have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis of, the Project’s
potential environmental impacts.
Notwithstanding the commentor’s statements to the contrary, the Draft EIR discussions
referenced by the commentor describe, respectively, factors affecting area groundwater
quality and storm water runoff quality. Within these sections, there are no substantive
statements indicating that the direction of water runoff will be a factor in water supply for
the Project, nor is this the intent of these discussions. For detailed discussions of all relevant
factors affecting water supply (including watershed surface runoff characteristics) the
commentor is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.4 “Water Supply,” and the “Beaumont Cherry
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Valley Water District 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update,” presented at Draft EIR
Appendix B.
As discussed at Draft EIR Section 4.4, “Water Supply,” area runoff characteristics and
groundwater recharge capabilities are acknowledged factors affecting water availability
to all customers within the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District (BCVWD) Service Area,
including development that would be realized under the Project. Groundwater production
and delivery capabilities, and potential related effects of the Project are also discussed.
Please refer to the “Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan Update,” Draft EIR Appendix B, for detailed discussions of watershed runoff volumes,
directional flows, capture, and related groundwater recharge characteristics.
The commentor provides no detail or substantiation allowing for specific responses to the
remarks provided. Nor do the commentor’s remarks allow for, or further, reasoned
analytic discussions, or potential consideration of mitigation measures and/or design
alternatives. In this regard, the commentor’s remarks are inconsistent with the provisions
and intent of CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd. (a) and (c) cited in the preceding Response
BCRG-11. The commentor’s statements will be provided to the decision-makers for their
consideration.
Response BCRG-12
The

commentor

cites

the

“Hendrix

Comments”

regarding

potential

water

supply/groundwater supply impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have
no standing under CEQA, and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an
uncertified environmental document prepared for an unknown development proposal. The
“Hendrix Comments” have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis of, the
Project’s potential environmental impacts.
Project-related water demands and the potential for resultant Basin overdraft conditions
are comprehensively addressed through prior adjudication of the Basin, as discussed
within the Draft EIR. Please refer to the discussion of the Basin adjudication presented at
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Draft EIR Pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-5. Relevant portions of this discussion are excerpted
below.
Beaumont Basin Adjudication, Basin Operating Yield
As noted above, the current primary sources for BCVWD water production
are Edgar Canyon and Beaumont Basin groundwater resources. In 2004, the
Beaumont Basin was adjudicated. The adjudication found that the safe yield
for this basin is approximately 8,650 acre-feet/year for the next ten years, and
that the Basin is presently considered to be in overdraft. The Judgment
adjudicating the Beaumont Basin assigned all of the Safe Yield to the
Overlying Landowners who presently pump from the Beaumont Basin.
[There is no requirement in the adjudication that this overdraft be eliminated.
Under the adjudication, a Water Master is responsible for dealing with the
overdraft. A copy of the Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation Adjudicating
Groundwater Rights in the Beaumont Basin is available through the City or
BCVWD.]
Consequently, any pumping from the Beaumont Basin by the Appropriators
(the City, the two Water Districts and the Mutual Water Company pumping
from the Basin) is in excess of the Safe Yield. Pursuant to the Judgment, the
Beaumont Basin will be managed and operated by a five member committee
appointed by the pumpers and approved by the Court. At present, the Basin
Watermaster is comprised of the Directors of Public Works for the Cities of
Beaumont and Banning and the General Managers of the Yucaipa Valley
Water District, the BCVWD, and the South Mesa Mutual Water company.
The Basin will now be managed much like any other public facility, with
special emphasis on the protection of water quality and the coordinated use
of the Basin as a water production and storage facility, physically
incorporated into the public water systems as another essential component
of those systems. Additionally, the adjudication implements the concept of
“Operating Yield” in place of Safe Yield. The Judgment defines Operating
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Yield as the maximum quantity of water which can be produced every year
from the Beaumont Basin, which quantity consists of the water pumped by
the Appropriators plus “Temporary Surplus.” Temporary Surplus is the
amount of groundwater that can be pumped annually in excess of the Safe
Yield necessary to create enough additional storage capacity to prevent the
waste of water. The Judgment authorizes an Operating Yield in the
Beaumont Basin of 18,805 acre-feet per year (about 10,000 acre-feet more per
year than the Safe Yield). Therefore, the Watermaster and its engineers, as
well as all of the pumpers from the Basin, have determined, and the court has
adjudicated, that an additional 100,000 acre-feet of water can be pumped
from the Basin in excess of the natural recharge of the Basin over the next ten
years without harm to the Basin. As expressed within the Judgment, the
BCVWD is entitled to an Operating Yield of 7,995 acre-feet per year from the
Beaumont Basin for the next ten years.
Information germane to Project water demands and available water supplies is presented
in detail in the Project Plan of Services (POS), and the BCVWD Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) included at EIR Appendix B. The POS details the sources of water that will
be available to the District to ensure that Project-related land uses are adequately supplied
with potable water for domestic consumption, as well as with recycled water for
landscaping purposes. As supported by the preceding discussions, water will be supplied
to the Project consistent with the provisions of the Adjudication and UWMP, with no
significant impacts to the Basin or groundwater supplies.
Lack of detail, substantiation, or factual information preclude specific responses to the
commentor’s other remarks. Nor do the commentor’s remarks in general allow for, or
further, reasoned analytic discussions, or potential consideration of mitigation measures
and/or design alternatives. In these regards, the commentor’s remarks are inconsistent
with the provisions and intent of CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd. (a) and (c), cited in the
preceding Response BCRG-10. The commentor’s statements will be provided to the
decision-makers for their consideration.
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Response BCRG-13
The commentor provides unsubstantiated opinions regarding watershed runoff patterns
and groundwater recharge capabilities within the BCVWD Service Area. Responses to
these remarks are provided above at Response BCRG-11. The commentor is also referred
to definitive discussions regarding regional watershed runoff and groundwater recharge
characteristics presented within the “Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 2005 Urban
Water Management Plan Update,” Draft EIR Appendix B. It is also noted that BCVWD, the
authoritative source for information regarding watershed characteristics affecting its
Service Area and its water supplies, has not expressed concerns, nor otherwise
substantively commented on the presentation of watershed, runoff, and groundwater
recharge discussions and analyses presented in the Draft EIR.
The commentor provides no detail or substantiation allowing for specific responses to the
remarks provided. Nor do the commentor’s remarks allow for, or further, reasoned
analytic discussions, or potential consideration of mitigation measures and/or design
alternatives. In these regards, the commentor’s remarks are inconsistent with the provisions
and intent of CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd. (a) and (c), as cited previously. The
commentor’s statements will be provided to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response BCRG-14
The commentor’s reference to Section 4.4-9 is interpreted to refer to Draft EIR Page 4.4-9.
At Page 4.4-9, the Draft EIR states: “When there is a need for additional water supply, the
District has historically and plans to continue to draw on accumulated storage in the
Beaumont Basin during critical supply years with plans to recharge the groundwater
during wet years and with the percolation of recycled water.” The context of this statement
allowing for its full comprehension is presented below.
The [BCVWD UWMP source/reliability] analysis predicts a water supply
deficit for a single dry year in 2030 of 15,205 acre-feet. This deficit can
temporarily be overcome by extracting additional groundwater from the
Beaumont Basin for short periods of time along with implementation of some
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of the water shortage contingency measures as discussed in the UWMP. The
additional water extracted from the Beaumont Basin would be replenished
during wet years or when supply of recycled water is not needed to meet
irrigation demands. Any excess recycled water, when available, such as
during winter months, can be percolated to increase the amount of
groundwater stored in the basin. When there is a need for additional water
supply, the District has historically and plans to continue to draw on
accumulated storage in the Beaumont Basin during critical supply years with
plans to recharge the groundwater during wet years and with the percolation
of recycled water. Additional supplies necessary to meet future demands in
dry years beyond 2030 will be obtained by further developing recycled water
resources, and implementing the District’s programmed water resource
projects.
With regard to the commentor’s remarks regarding overdraft conditions affecting the
Beaumont Basin, please refer to the discussion of the Basin adjudication presented at Draft
EIR Pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-5. Relevant portions of this discussion are excerpted below.
Beaumont Basin Adjudication, Basin Operating Yield
As noted above, the current primary sources for BCVWD water production
are Edgar Canyon and Beaumont Basin groundwater resources. In 2004, the
Beaumont Basin was adjudicated. The adjudication found that the safe yield
for this basin is approximately 8,650 acre-feet/year for the next ten years, and
that the Basin is presently considered to be in overdraft. The Judgment
adjudicating the Beaumont Basin assigned all of the Safe Yield to the
Overlying Landowners who presently pump from the Beaumont Basin.
[There is no requirement in the adjudication that this overdraft be eliminated.
Under the adjudication, a Water Master is responsible for dealing with the
overdraft. A copy of the Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation Adjudicating
Groundwater Rights in the Beaumont Basin is available through the City or
BCVWD.]
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Consequently, any pumping from the Beaumont Basin by the Appropriators
(the City, the two Water Districts and the Mutual Water Company pumping
from the Basin) is in excess of the Safe Yield. Pursuant to the Judgment, the
Beaumont Basin will be managed and operated by a five member committee
appointed by the pumpers and approved by the Court. At present, the Basin
Watermaster is comprised of the Directors of Public Works for the Cities of
Beaumont and Banning and the General Managers of the Yucaipa Valley
Water District, the BCVWD, and the South Mesa Mutual Water company.
The Basin will now be managed much like any other public facility, with
special emphasis on the protection of water quality and the coordinated use
of the Basin as a water production and storage facility, physically
incorporated into the public water systems as another essential component
of those systems. Additionally, the adjudication implements the concept of
“Operating Yield” in place of Safe Yield. The Judgment defines Operating
Yield as the maximum quantity of water which can be produced every year
from the Beaumont Basin, which quantity consists of the water pumped by
the Appropriators plus “Temporary Surplus.” Temporary Surplus is the
amount of groundwater that can be pumped annually in excess of the Safe
Yield necessary to create enough additional storage capacity to prevent the
waste of water. The Judgment authorizes an Operating Yield in the
Beaumont Basin of 18,805 acre-feet per year (about 10,000 acre-feet more per
year than the Safe Yield). Therefore, the Watermaster and its engineers, as
well as all of the pumpers from the Basin, have determined, and the court has
adjudicated, that an additional 100,000 acre-feet of water can be pumped
from the Basin in excess of the natural recharge of the Basin over the next ten
years without harm to the Basin. As expressed within the Judgment, the
BCVWD is entitled to an Operating Yield of 7,995 acre-feet per year from the
Beaumont Basin for the next ten years.
Water will be supplied to the Project consistent with the provisions of the Adjudication and
UWMP, with no significant impacts to groundwater supplies. Please refer also to guidance
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for preparation and submittal of comments provided at CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd.
(a) and (c), cited previously.
General Plan Policies cited in the EIR provide for development of the Project area in
manner consistent with, and in support of the Adjudication and the UWMP, acting to
ensure that continued long-term availability and reliability of water resources to all
customers within the BCVWD Service Area, including potential development realized
under the Project. It is further noted that General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.15.1 states:
The City and BCVWD shall mutually reconcile and assure that future
updates to the UWMP, and related UWMP analyses for post-2030 conditions,
reflect the most recent General Plan Buildout population and development
projections. Projects not reflected or considered in the then current UWMP
shall not be approved by the City.
The Project is determined by the City and BCVWD to be consistent with the current
UWMP. Please refer also to the BCVWD UWMP and Project Plan of Services (POS), Draft
EIR Appendix B.
Notwithstanding the commentor’s statements to the contrary, the Draft EIR discusses
provision of water during drought conditions. More specifically:
The [UWMP] supply reliability and demand comparison for the dry-year
assessment is presented at Table 4.4-3. This Table includes demands and
supplies during a single dry year (using 2030) and multiple dry water years
using 2028, 2029, and 2030 as a basis. It should be noted that the demand
totals do not include implementing conservation measures which will reduce
water demands by about fifteen percent.
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Table 4.4-3
Supply Reliability and Demand Comparison
Multiple Dry Water Years

Average Normal
Water Year
2030

Single Dry
Water Year
2030

2028

2029

2030

Supply Totals

21,119

8,219

9,691

9,730

9,769

Demand Totals

23,424

23,424

23,421

23,332

23,424

Surplus or
<Deficit>

<2,305>

<15,205>

<13,550>

<13,602>

<13,655>

Basis Years

Source: BCVWD 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update.

The [UWMP] analysis predicts a water supply deficit for a single dry year in
2030 of 15,205 acre-feet. This deficit can temporarily be overcome by
extracting additional groundwater from the Beaumont Basin for short
periods of time along with implementation of some of the water shortage
contingency measures as discussed in the UWMP. The additional water
extracted from the Beaumont Basin would be replenished during wet years
or when supply of recycled water is not needed to meet irrigation demands.
Any excess recycled water, when available, such as during winter months,
can be percolated to increase the amount of groundwater stored in the basin.
When there is a need for additional water supply, the District has historically
and plans to continue to draw on accumulated storage in the Beaumont Basin
during critical supply years with plans to recharge the groundwater during
wet years and with the percolation of recycled water. Additional supplies
necessary to meet future demands in dry years beyond 2030 will be obtained
by further developing recycled water resources, and implementing the
District’s programmed water resource projects. [Draft EIR, Page4.4-9.]
Please refer also to detailed descriptions and analysis of water source reliability and
demands and water contingency/conservation measures presented within the UWMP.
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Response BCRG-15
The commentor infers that potentially affected Native American tribes have not been
consulted or contacted in preparing the Draft EIR, with specific reference to the Morongo
Band of Mission Indians.
Potentially affected Native American Tribes have been contacted and consulted regarding
the Project and Project EIR. In addition to submittal of the IS/NOP and Draft EIR to the
State Clearinghouse, and that agency’s subsequent distribution of documents to the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), copies of the referenced documents have also
been provided to the following Native American representatives:

•

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians;

•

Morongo Band of Mission Indians; and

•

The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians.

Moreover, the Draft EIR at Page 4.5-8 states:
As part of the Cultural Resources Investigation, McKenna et al. contacted the
Native American Heritage Commission and requested information on the
presence/absence of sacred or religious sites in the area of concern and
received responses that included the names of interested Native American
representatives in Riverside County that would like to be kept informed of
such investigations. Follow-up letters were sent to these individuals
requesting similar information. All responses have been incorporated into the
Cultural Resources Technical Study, available for review at the City of
Beaumont.
The Native American Heritage Commission provided contact information for 19 local
Native American representatives (including the Morongo Band of Mission Indians). Each
of these were contacted by mail and provided an opportunity to provide information and

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-129

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

share any concerns. The only local Tribe that responded was the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians. Their comment letter and responses are provided within this Final EIR.
Moreover, the Draft EIR identifies and acknowledges the Project’s potentially significant
cultural resources impacts, as follows.
Within the acreage investigated as part of the Project’s cultural resources
investigation, both prehistoric and historic resources were identified. While
none of the surface features identified were determined of historic
significance, the potential for the Project area to yield potentially significant
buried deposits of prehistoric or historic origin is acknowledged. The
following mitigation measures shall be employed to ensure the protection
of resources which may not yet have been identified; or which may be
present on the Project site in a buried context. [Draft EIR, Page 4.5-16.]
The commentor is also referred to Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.4.1 through 4.4.5 which
provide for identification, protection, and preservation of significant cultural resources,
should such resources be encountered in the course of Project development.
Response BCRG-16
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential traffic/circulation and
emergency access impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have no
standing under CEQA, and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an
uncertified environmental document prepared for an unknown development proposal.
The “Hendrix Comments” have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis
of, the Project’s potential environmental impacts.
Potentially significant traffic impacts of the Project and responsive mitigation measures
are summarized at Draft EIR Section 4.7, “Traffic and Circulation.” Detailed traffic
analyses as well as descriptions of required improvements/mitigation measures are
presented within the Project TIA, Draft EIR Appendix D.
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The commentor states concerns regarding the Project’s potential impacts to emergency
services. Potential public services/utilities impacts of the Project (including potential
impacts to emergency services) are discussed at EIR Section 4.10, “Utilities and Public
Services.”
In that the Project will establish or maintain adequate LOS conditions at potentially
affected intersections and along potentially affected roadway segments, emergency
response times to the Project site will not be adversely affected. Moreover, the Project will
be implemented consistent with the City of Beaumont General Plan Safety Element, as
follows.
Evacuation Routes
Pursuant to State law, Safety Elements must indicate evacuation routes that
would be uses in the event of an emergency. Major evacuation routes are
noted in [General Plan] Exhibit 5-3 and include the two freeways that
traverse the Planning Area as well as a number of major roadways. The
major roadways that are identified as evacuation routes include Brookside
Avenue, 14th Street Highland Springs Road, and Beaumont Avenue. During
any future development activities, measures will be taken to maintain these
roadways’ use at all times. [City of Beaumont General Plan, Page 63.]
The Project construction activities will not directly affect any of the major evacuation
routes noted above. Potential indirect impacts to evacuation routes are avoided through
mandated implementation of City-approved traffic control plans developed, which are
required as one element of building/encroachment permit application and review.
Moreover, all development plans developed for the Project, including but not limited to
tract maps, parcel maps, site plans and building plans, are subject to emergency access
requirements and provisions mandated by the City and the Riverside County Fire
Department, thereby minimizing the potential for development proposals to adversely
affect emergency access routes or emergency response times.
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The commentor reiterates previous remarks regarding potential alignments for Potrero
Boulevard, and is referred to relevant discussions provided previously at Responses
BCRG-4, BCRG-6, BCRG-7, and BCRG-8. “Numerous routes for Potrero Boulevard” are
not proposed nor indicated in the Draft EIR.
Response BCRG-17
The commentor states: “There are no estimates as to how much traffic will be coming off
Highway 60 on to Potrero Blvd., or how much traffic will be driving through the Project
to Highway 79 en route to San Jacinto and Hemet.” Detailed descriptions and evaluation
of area traffic characteristics, including traffic volumes affecting the SR-60/Potrero
Boulevard interchange are presented within the Project TIA, Draft EIR Appendix D. More
specifically, please refer to TIA Section 5.0, “Traffic Analysis,” Pages 5-1 through 5-33.
Within the referenced discussions, the text and accompanying diagrams identify traffic
volumes without the Project as well as traffic volumes with the Project, under Opening
Year (2006), Project Buildout (2012), and General Plan Buildout (post-2030) conditions. In
that Project Buildout is predicated on future completion of the SR-60/Potrero Boulevard
interchange (assumed at 2012), traffic volumes at this interchange are first assigned under
2012 conditions (TIA Exhibit 5-F and 5-G), and are reflected subsequently under post-2030
General Plan Buildout conditions (TIA Exhibit 5-K and 5-L). Traffic volumes for other
potentially affected locations, e.g., the Project Loop Road cited by the commentor, are also
presented in detail within TIA, Section 5.0, “Traffic Analysis.”
Response BCRG-18
The commentor cites potential effects of greenhouse gas emissions generated by the
Project. The Lead Agency recognizes the State’s recent adoption of the Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 (Act). To this end, Attachment A, appended to this FEIR, and
incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR, provides a discussion of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions sources; identifies GHG constituents and GHG causal effects; and summarizes
policies and strategies germane to GHG emissions monitoring and reduction.
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As regards the Project’s compliance with provisions of the Act, the California EPA
prepared a Climate Action Team Report (CAT Report) that “proposes a path to achieve
the Governor’s [GHG emissions levels] targets that will build on voluntary actions of
California businesses, local government and community actions, and State incentive and
regulatory programs.” It should be noted that no standards of significance have been
adopted for GHG emissions and consequently the Project has not been found to have a
significant impact in regard to GHG emissions. Nonetheless, in support of the goals of the
Act, the discussion at Attachment A establishes Project consistency with applicable CAT
Report Strategies and supports the determination that the Project will not interfere, nor
otherwise conflict with applicable provisions of the Act. In further support of the Act, the
following additional mitigation measure is incorporated in the Project, requiring
monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions.
4.8.6 Within one calendar year of Project approval, the Project Applicant or other
responsible party designated by the Lead Agency, shall join the California Climate Action
Registry http://www.climateregistry.org/. The Project Applicant or designee shall calculate
and report estimated types and quantities of greenhouse gas emissions generated by the
Project consistent with the provisions of the California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol. Reporting shall continue for twelve months subsequent to completion
and occupancy of the Project’s final phase of development.

Response BCRG-19
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential odor impacts. As
noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have no standing under CEQA, and are solely
a third party opinion expressed regarding an uncertified environmental document
prepared for an unknown development proposal. The “Hendrix Comments” have no
application to, nor provide reasoned analysis of, the Project’s potential environmental
impacts.
The commentor cites various AQMD violation notices for the City Sewage Treatment
Plant (STP); provides opinions regarding current City STP operations and maintenance;
and speculates on future STP operations subsequent to implementation of the Project.
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Current STP operational issues are beyond the Scope and control of the Project and the
commentor’s remarks in these regards are not germane to the Project or the Draft EIR.
Under CEQA air quality considerations, the operative issue is whether the Project will
create substantial objectionable odors. As determined in the Project Initial Study (EIR
Appendix A), it will not.
Potential Project-related impacts to wastewater collection and treatment systems are
discussed at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-20 through 4.10-22. As noted within that discussion:
. . . any given component of the Specific Plan will not proceed unless
adequate infrastructure improvements, in this case, construction of mainline
sanitary sewers and connection to the City wastewater disposal and
treatment system, are realized. In conjunction with submittal of the first
tentative subdivision map, the applicant shall formulate a program,
approved by the Planning Director, which will enable wastewater
improvements to be paid for on a fair share basis for the entire Specific Plan
area. Design and construction of wastewater collection systems proposed by
the Project will be reviewed and approved by the City concurrent with
consideration of incremental tract/parcel map(s) proposed by the Project.
[Draft EIR, Page 4.10-22.]
In support of the above requirements, the EIR incorporates Mitigation Measure 4.10.1
which in pertinent part, requires that the Project proponent provide for the completion of
required major public facilities serving or traversing the Project area at their full planned
widths or capacities in one phase, including “. . . [a]ll sewer trunk and interceptor lines
and treatment plant capacity as determined by the City. Included within this requirement
are: design, engineering, environmental evaluation and compliance, and construction of
facilities.” [Draft EIR, Page 4.10-24.] The commentor is also referred to supporting and
related Mitigation Measures 4.10.2 through 4.10.5 [Draft EIR Pages 4.10-24 and 4.10-25],
and Mitigation Measure 4.10.8 [Draft EIR Page 4.10-26].
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Response BCRG-20
The commentor states that a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) is required. This assertion is
incorrect. A determination that the Project will result in SCAQMD criteria pollutant
threshold exceedances (significant air quality impacts) is not equivalent to determining
that the Project warrants a Health Risk Assessment as provided for under California
Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessment, and this document’s August 2003 revision (HRA Guidance Manual). The
SCAQMD does not have a defined threshold for determining when emissions warrant a
health risk assessment, but determines this on a case-by-case basis. The SCAQMD has
provided no comments on the Draft EIR, the Project, or otherwise, indicating that a Health
Risk Assessment is required.
Moreover, the current level of detail provided by the Project does not allow for analysis
per the HRA Guidance Manual. That is, the quantifiable data and use-specific inputs
necessary to conduct HRA-level analyses are not available at this point in the development
process. Conducting a Health Risk Assessment at this stage of the Project would require
too many variable assumptions to be yield meaningful results. Moreover, the Project as
described in the EIR does not propose specific use requests, site plans, or development
plans that would mandate or suggest that a Health Risk Assessment is required. The
commentor’s remarks are speculative in assuming that the Project will implement
development activities that would warrant potential HRA analyses.
However, this does not preclude the Lead Agency and SCAQMD from requiring HRA’s
based on location and use-specific development information required prior to subsequent
development approvals within the Project area. In this regard, as part of its development
review authority and responsibilities, the Lead Agency will conduct consistency reviews
and associated environmental analysis for development proposals within the Specific Plan
area, to include consultation with SCAQMD regarding potential requirements for Health
Risk Assessments as provided for under OEHHA Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Guidance
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Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessment, and the August 2003 revision to the
HRA Guidance Manual.
Additionally, and as noted previously in these responses, CEQA Guidelines § 15204, subd.
(a) provides that “. . . reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commentor’s. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”
Within the context of the preceding considerations, the following discussion of potential
health effects resulting from Project-related air pollutant emissions is incorporated in the
EIR.
Air Pollutant Health Effects-Overview
The SCAQMD advises the lead agency in addressing and mitigating the
potential adverse air quality impacts caused by projects, both during and
after construction. The SCAQMD has established short-term constructionrelated and long-term operational thresholds of significance which they
recommend for use by lead agencies in considering both primary or direct
impacts and secondary or indirect impacts on air quality.
The SCAQMD emissions thresholds are indicators of potential air quality
impacts. They do not indicate whether or not State or federal clean air
standards will be exceeded in the Project vicinity and provide no information
regarding the presence or absence of sensitive receptors. In essence, the
thresholds provide an indication of whether or not the air pollutant
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emissions expected to accompany a project are substantial enough to warrant
analysis in an EIR and the application of mitigation measures.
Ambient air quality is determined from data collected at air quality
monitoring stations located throughout the South Coast Air Basin. Ambient
air quality data is given in terms of state and federal standards. These
standards represent air pollutant concentrations which are considered safe
(with a reasonable margin of safety) to protect the public health and welfare.
As such, they represent objectives for acceptable concentrations of specified
pollutants in outdoor air.
Ambient air quality standards are designed to protect public health and that
segment of the population that is most sensitive and susceptible to
respiratory distress or infection such as: asthmatics, the very young, the
elderly, people weak with illness or disease, or persons engaged in heavy
work or exercise (i.e. sensitive receptors). Healthy adults can tolerate periodic
exposures to air pollutant levels well above these standards before adverse
health effects are observed.
Significant Project Air Quality Impacts
If approved, the Project will result in the following significant air quality
impacts:

•

Construction activities necessary to implement the Legacy
Highlands Specific Plan Project will result in exceedances of South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds for
carbon monoxide (CO) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).

•

For the duration of Project construction activities, cumulative NOx
and CO threshold exceedances are also determined to be
significant.
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•

Long-term operations of the Project will result in Project-specific
exceedances of SCAQMD thresholds for CO, NOx, reactive
organic gases (ROG), and particulates (PM10/PM2.5). Operational
threshold exceedances for CO, NOx, ROG, and particulates
(PM10/PM2.5) are also determined to be cumulatively significant.

•

The Project will not however, result in or cause new or
substantively different cumulative construction-related or
operational air quality impacts not already considered in the
Certified 2006 Beaumont General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR). In
certifying the General Plan EIR, the City has previously adopted
a

Statement

of

Overriding

Considerations

addressing

cumulatively significant air quality impacts attributable to
buildout of the General Plan Area, including development
proposed by the Project. The Statement of Facts, Findings, and
Statement of Overriding Considerations acknowledged the
exceedances and made findings that essentially declare that certain
benefits of that General Plan outweighed its environmental
impacts.
Health Effects of Project-Related Air Pollutants
Sensitive receptors (asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak
with illness or disease, or persons engaged in heavy work or exercise) may
be affected by any increases in areawide air pollutant emissions. Healthy
adults can tolerate periodic exposures to air pollutant levels well above State
and Federal standards before adverse health effects are observed. As noted
above, Project construction and operations will result in SCAQMD threshold
exceedances for CO, NOx, ROG, and particulates (PM10/PM2.5). General
health effects of these pollutants are described below.
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•

Ozone. Ozone (O3 ) is formed by photochemical reactions between NOx
and ROG rather than being directly emitted. In this regard, the Project’s
The Project NOx and ROG emissions will contribute to the formation of
Ozone. O3 is a pungent colorless gas typical of southern California smog.
Elevated O3 concentrations result in reduced lung function, particularly
during vigorous physical activity. This health problem is particularly
acute in sensitive receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young
children. O3 levels peak during summer and early fall. The South Coast
Air Basin (Basin) is designated as a nonattainment area for Ozone under
Federal and State standards.

•

Carbon Monoxide. CO is formed by the incomplete combustion of fossil
fuels. CO emissions within the Basin are almost entirely generated by
mobile sources (automobiles and trucks). CO is a colorless, odorless gas
that can cause dizziness, fatigue, and impairment to central nervous
system functions. The Basin recently achieved technical attainment status
for CO under Federal standards, but has not yet been EPA-designated as
such. The Basin and is designated as an attainment area under State CO
standards.

•

Nitrogen Oxides. NO2, a reddish brown gas, and nitric oxide (NO), a
colorless, odorless gas, are formed from fuel combustion under high
temperature or pressure. These compounds are referred to as nitrogen
oxides, or NOx. NOx is a primary component of the photochemical smog
reaction. NOx also contributes to other pollution problems, including a
high concentration of fine particulate matter, poor visibility, and acid
deposition (i.e., acid rain). NO2 decreases lung function and may reduce
resistance to infection. The Basin is designated as in attainment under
Federal and State NO2 standards.
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•

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter refers to airborne solid particles
and liquid droplets. Larger, coarser particles (PM10) are generated by a
variety of sources, including windblown dust and grading operations.
Fuel combustion and resultant exhaust from power plants and diesel
buses and trucks are primarily responsible for fine particle (PM2.5) levels.
Fine particles can also be formed in the atmosphere through chemical
reactions. PM10 can accumulate in the respiratory system and aggravate
health problems such as asthma. The EPA’s scientific review concluded
that PM2.5, which penetrates deeply into the lungs, is more likely than
PM10 to contribute to health effects These health effects include premature
death and increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits
(primarily the elderly and individuals with cardiopulmonary disease);
increased respiratory symptoms and disease (children and individuals
with cardiopulmonary disease such as asthma); decreased lung functions
(particularly in children and individuals with asthma); and alterations in
lung tissue and structure and in respiratory tract defense mechanisms.
The Project is located in a nonattainment area for the Federal and State
PM10, and PM 2.5 standards.

Response BCRG-21
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential wind-driven wildfire
impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have no standing under CEQA,
and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an uncertified environmental
document prepared for an unknown development proposal. The “Hendrix Comments”
have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis of, the Project’s potential
environmental impacts.
With regard to potential wildfire hazards affecting the Project, the Project Initial Study,
Checklist Item VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, contains the following summary.
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(h) The proposed Project will introduce new development into an area that
currently exhibits areas of flammable brush and grass. Adherence to local fire
department regulations during construction and operation of the proposed
Project will be required, specifically in relation to areas of interface between
open space and developed areas. While it is anticipated that the Project site
will be located within adequate response time ranges from existing fire
protection facilities, projected revenues derived from implementation and
operations of the Project (e.g., increased property and use taxes) will support
funding of any required increases in service levels. The potential for the
Project to expose people to or result in increased fire hazard in areas with
flammable brush, grass, or trees is therefore considered less-than-significant.
It is further noted that development proposed by the Project will remove natural unburned
fuel loads, while providing fire protection facilities and services to the currently
undeveloped site.
As discussed at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-12, 4.10-13, the Project will be implemented consistent
with General Plan Policies which act to reduce potential wildfire hazards:
Safety Element Policy 18. The City of Beaumont will continue to implement those
measures that will be effective in reducing the potential for wildfire. The Project
will comply with all applicable requirements in regard to the protection of
structures from wildfire, including but not limited to brush control within
developed areas, and ‘defensible space’ setbacks adjacent to new
development, as implemented through the City’s Design Review Program.
Safety Element Policy 19. The City of Beaumont will continue to strive to provide
an adequate level of paramedic service for emergency medical aid to minimize trauma
of injury or illness to patients. As discussed within the impacts and mitigation
portion of this Section, revenues attributable to the Project will be allocated
to finance any Project-related increases in police protection service demands.
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Payment of the City’s one-time mitigation fee (currently $181 per dwelling
unit) mandated under City Ordinance 795, of which applicable revenues will
be made available to the County Fire Department to supplement existing
levels of service and facilities, will ensure compliance with this Policy.
Safety Element Policy 20. The City of Beaumont will continue to provide technical
and policy information regarding structural and wildland fire hazards to developers,
interested parties and the general public through all available media. This policy
addresses a City-implemented function. Although future residents and
business concerns that could result from development of the Project would
benefit from the application of this Policy, it cannot be implemented directly
by the Project proponent.
In support of the City General Plan Policies outlined above, the City and
County have adopted the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and Uniform Fire
Code (UFC) which present mandatory building design and construction
techniques which reduce, or eliminate potential impacts related to provision
of public utilities and services. These include, but are not limited to, fire
protection measures incorporated in the UBC and UFC . . .
Relevant discussion of fire protection continues at Draft EIR Page 4.10-16, as follows.
Additionally, all construction within the Project area will comply with
applicable fire protection measures as specified by the City and/or the County
Fire Department including but not limited to:
• Roofs, eaves and siding must be constructed with Class “B” fire resistant
roofing materials.
• A buffer of fire retardant landscaping for appropriate distances from
structures.
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• Water facilities improvements, e.g., locations and sizing of water mains and
fire hydrants, building/structural sprinklers and provision of fire flow
volumes, as required by the County Fire Department.
In this manner, the Project minimizes potential risks associated with wildfire hazards.
Response BCRG-22
The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not address potential grading/construction
noise impacts. The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding noise, and based
on the Hendrix Comments, formulates opinions regarding the extent and severity of the
Project’s construction noise impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix Comments” have
no standing under CEQA, and are solely a third party opinion expressed regarding an
uncertified environmental document prepared for an unknown development proposal. The
“Hendrix Comments” have no application to, and do not provide reasoned analysis of, the
Project’s potential environmental impacts.
At Draft EIR Pages 4.9-12 and 4.9-13, construction noise impacts of the Project are
evaluated and determined to be less-than-significant as mitigated.
Response BCRG-23
The commentor states that the impact of traffic noise cannot be addressed because the route
for Potrero Boulevard depicted in the Draft EIR “Noise” Section differs from that in the
Traffic/Circulation Section. The commentor is referred to the detailed analysis of “On-Site
Exterior Noise Analysis” presented at Pages 8-1 through 8-3 of the Project Noise Impact
Analysis, and specifically Exhibit 8-A which indicates the proposed alignment for Potrero
Boulevard. The Potrero Boulevard alignment evaluated in the Project Noise Impact
Analysis is consistent with the Potrero Boulevard alignment indicated in the Project TIA.
This alignment and the traffic volumes along this alignment as presented in the TIA, were
employed in the evaluation of potential vehicular noise impacts along the proposed Potrero
Boulevard Alignment. The commentor’s confusion may be due to the to early concept
roadway alignments indicated at Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1. Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1 is based on

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-143

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

an preliminary iterative version of the Project design concept, and the intent of this Figure
is only to identify the general location and configuration of the Project boundaries, and
provide context for noise monitoring locations. For clarity, Figure 4.9-1 is deleted and is
replaced with Figure 4.9-1a, following. Figure 4.9-1a employs the previously noted Exhibit
8-A as its base. Results and conclusions of the EIR are not affected.
In contrast to the commentor’s statements, analysis of Potrero Boulevard is not based on
speculation, but is based on the best available information. Within the Draft EIR, and
within these responses to comments, potential modification of the current Potrero
Boulevard concept alignment is acknowledged. As noted previously, should the final
alignment of Potrero Boulevard substantively affect the current Project development
concept, additional environmental analysis may be warranted.
The commentor refers to the selection and number of existing conditions noise monitoring
locations presented at Draft EIR Figure 4.9-[1]. As noted at Draft EIR Page 4.9-8,
“. . . noise monitoring locations reflect approximate locations of project
development that could be exposed to adverse noise conditions, primarily
due to vehicular noise generated by traffic along adjacent roadways.” Traffic
on the nearby I-10 and SR-60 freeways and Lamb Canyon Road (SR-79), is
currently the dominant source of ambient noise in the Project vicinity. To a
certain extent, vicinity land uses are also affected by noise generated by
trains on the existing Union Pacific Railroad line adjacent to the I-10 freeway.
Monitoring data provided at Draft EIR Table 4.9-2 supports the Draft EIR
characterization of existing noises sources as predominantly vehicular in
nature.
The commentor is also referred to additional observer locations identified at Exhibit 8-A
of the Project Noise Analysis, Draft EIR Appendix F. The observer locations provide an
assessment of receptor noise levels pursuant to development of the Project site.
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Response BCRG-24
The commentor reiterates access and traffic/circulation comments provided previously.
Please refer to previous Response BCRG-16.
Response BCRG-25
The commentor cites the “Hendrix Comments” regarding potential fire hazards, and based
on the “Hendrix Comments,” formulates opinions regarding the extent and severity of the
Project’s potential fire hazards impacts. As noted previously, the “Hendrix
Comments”have no standing under CEQA, and are solely a third party opinion expressed
regarding an uncertified environmental document prepared for an unknown development
proposal. The “Hendrix Comments” have no application to, nor provide reasoned analysis
of, the Project’s potential environmental impacts. Please refer also to Response BCRG-21.
Response BCRG-26
The commentor reiterates speculative remarks regarding [sewage] “pump break down and
spillage of raw sewage.” Please refer to previous Response BCRG-19.
Response BCRG-27
The commentor provides statements regarding required extension and expansion of
utilities services (water and sewer), and speculates on sewage pumping requirements.
Infrastructure expansion and enhancement necessary to serve the Project (inclusive of
water and sewer infrastucture) is discussed at Draft EIR Section 4.10, “Utilities and Public
Services.” Potential impacts to water and sewer systems are specifically discussed at Draft
EIR Pages 4.10-20 through 4.10-23 and are determined to be potentially significant. More
specifically, the discussion at Draft EIR Page 4.10-23 includes the following.
. . . [G]iven the scope of the Project and its current conceptual state of
planning, there is the potential that supporting infrastructure systems
(roadways and utilities) will not be completed and available in a timely
manner, with resulting potentially adverse effects due to lack of roadways
and utilities, and/or exceedances of existing service capacities due to
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additional Project-related demands. These are considered potentially
significant impacts.
Mitigation Measures incorporated in the EIR act to ensure that adequate infrastructure
facilities and infrastructure service capacity is provided to the Project. Please refer to EIR
Mitigation Measures 4.1 through 4.10, Draft EIR Pages 4.10-23 through 4.10-27. With
implementation of proposed mitigation measures, potential infrastructure impacts,
including potential water/sewer impacts, are determined to be less-than-significant.
Response BCRG-28
The commentor reiterates speculative remarks regarding water consumption and
groundwater recharge capabilities and characteristics. Please refer to previous responses
BCRG-11 through BCRG-14.
Response BCRG-29
The commentor reiterates speculative remarks regarding odors and odor impacts. Please
refer to previous response BCRG-19.
Response BCRG-30
The commentor speculates on alternative analysis requirements deriving from
development configuration(s) that may or may not be required pursuant to a modified
Potrero Boulevard Alignment. Consistent with the requirements outlined at CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6, the EIR describes and evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives to
the Project as described in the EIR, or to the location of the Project, which would feasibly
attain the basic Project objectives, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant environmental effects of the proposal. The Project will result in significant air
quality impacts. Accordingly the EIR Alternatives Analysis focuses on potential
Alternatives that would reduce Project-related air pollutant emissions.
As further presented in the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative, but rather, the discussion of Project alternatives and their relative potential

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Comment Letters and Responses
Page 3-147

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

impacts should be provided in a manner that fosters informed decision-making and public
participation. To this end, the CEQA Guidelines indicate that the range of alternatives
selected for examination in an EIR should be governed by the “rule of reason,” and
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed
decision. The EIR considers and rejects three (3) Alternatives, and presents and analyzes
an additional three (3) alternatives. A No Project alternative is also presented consistent
with CEQA requirements.
As noted previously in these responses, should the future alignment of Potrero Boulevard
mandate substantive changes in the Project, additional environmental evaluation may be
warranted. At the discretion of the Lead Agency, such evaluation may reconsider
alternatives to the Project design pursuant to a modified Potrero Boulevard alignment.
Response BCRG-31
The commentor remarks that no Statement of Overriding Considerations nor supporting
findings are provided in the Draft EIR. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would
be required should the City of Beaumont decide to approve the Project. However, the
decision to approve (or deny) the Project resides with the City. Adoption of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations necessary to approve the Project is the prerogative and
responsibility of the City.
The Draft EIR is an informational document that the City will consider in their evaluation
of the Project. A Statement of Overriding Considerations and supporting findings within
the Draft EIR document are not required under CEQA, nor are they appropriate in that
they pre-suppose approval of the Project.
Response BCRG-32
The commentor refers to previous remarks, and offers that the EIR is “wholly and totally
inadequate,” as well as “patently premature.” The commentor states that the Project cannot
go forward until a final or alternative routes for Potrero Boulevard are defined. Lastly the
commentor opines that the specific plan is “premature” and the EIR is “irrelevant.”
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Please refer to responses BCRG-1 through BCRG-32. Specific responses addressing the
design, alignment, and construction of Potrero Boulevard and its relationship to the Project
are provided at Responses BCRG-4, 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, 23, and 30. The commentor’s opinions
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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C. ROBERT FERGUSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW
Letter Dated June 21, 2007
Response BCRG 2-1
The City of Beaumont has added the commentor to the document and noticing distribution
lists for the Project. No further response is required.
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Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth-Letter 3, page 1 of 2

BCRG3-1

Beaumont Citizens for Responsible Growth-Letter 3, page 2 of 2

BCRG3-1
(cont’d)
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C. ROBERT FERGUSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW
Letter Dated June 22, 2007
Response BCRG 3-1
The commentor presents corrections and revisions to previously submitted comments.
Correction and revisions provided by the commentor are incorporated by reference.
Comments as revised are addressed at Responses BCRG-1 through BCRG-32.
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C. ROBERT FERGUSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW
Letter Dated August 13, 2007
Response BCRG 4-1
The commentor cites generalized concerns regarding water availability, seismic safety, and
fire hazards, and hypothesizes on potential confluence(s) of events as they may affect, or
be affected by, the Project. The commentor provides no credible evidence that the Project
would be the causal agent in such events, nor is there credible evidence that the Project
would be inordinately affected by events described by the commentor. As a general
response to the commentor’s hypothetical statements, CEQA Guidelines at Section 15064 (f)
(5) provides that . . . “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, . . . or evidence that
is not credible shall not constitute substantial evidence.” The commentor’s hypotheses do
not constitute substantial evidence that the Project will cause, or be substantially affected
by the cited conditions or events.
Moreover, the Draft EIR at Sections 4.2, 4.4, and 4.10, respectively, considers and addresses
potentially significant seismic safety, water resources, and public services/emergency
response impacts associated with the Project. Mitigation measures are proposed for those
impacts determined to be potentially significant.
More specifically, as discussed at EIR Section 4.2, “Earth Resources,” the subject site is not
affected by known faults of fault traces. Mitigation measures included in the Project, in
combination with mandated compliance with City and UBC seismic engineering, design,
and construction requirements, acts to reduce potential impacts associated with seismic
hazards below significance thresholds. Within the Project site, all utilities infrastructure
and delivery systems will be designed and constructed consistent with City and UBC
seismic standards, acting to reduce potential disruption of services and/or release of
potentially hazardous materials in the event of an earthquake.
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As discussed at EIR Section 4.4,”Water Supply,”the Project is determined to be consistent
with the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).
Contingency measures incorporated in the UWMP anticipate and address short-term and
long-term drought periods, and act to assure that water is available on a priority basis to
meet life-safety requirements.
As discussed at EIR Section 4.10, “Public Services and Utilities,” design and construction
of the Project and its component elements is subject to review and approval by the
Riverside County Fire Department, thereby acting to reduce potential exposure to fire
hazards. Moreover, the Project is subject to development impact fee payment requirements
of City Ordinance 795. Revenues collected pursuant to Ordinance 795 will be made
available to the County Fire Department to supplement existing levels of fire
prevention/protection services and facilities. Please refer to also Draft EIR Sections 4.2,
“Earth Resources,” 4.4, “Water Supply,” 4.10, “Utilities and Public Services” and Responses
BCRG-10, BCRG-11, BCRG-12, BCRG-14, BCRG-21, and BCRG-25.
Further, broadly encompassing and addressing all the of hypothetical concerns cited by the
commentor, the City of Beaumont General Plan Safety Element establishes Goals, Policies,
and Implementation Programs which ensure that hazards are avoided to the extent
feasible, and that the City and public are prepared to respond appropriately under
catastrophic or emergency conditions. Applicable General Plan Safety Element Policies and
Implementation programs are summarized below. Please refer also the City of Beaumont
2006 General Plan, available through the City. The General Plan it its entirety can also be
reviewed at http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us/generalplan.htm
Issue

General Plan Policies

Implementation Programs

Seismic
Safety

Policy 1. The City of Beaumont will continue to
promote seismic safety through comprehensive land
use planning.

Environmental Review
Safe Development Review Program

Seismic
Safety

Policy 2. The City of Beaumont will assist in the
education of the community on how the resident and
business person can minimize seismic risk by
adequate knowledge and preparation.

Disaster Response Database
Fire Prevention
Environmental Review
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Issue

General Plan Policies

Implementation Programs

Seismic
Safety

Policy 3. The City of Beaumont will develop an
information program to familiarize citizens with
seismic risk and to develop seismic awareness.

Disaster Response Database
Emergency Preparedness Plan

Seismic
Safety

Policy 4. The City of Beaumont will require special
soils and structural investigations for all proposed
structures of large scale or involving large groups of
people.

Safe Development Review Program

Seismic
Safety

Policy 5. The City of Beaumont will continue the code
enforcement program, including identification of pre1933 structures of large scale or occupied by large
numbers of people, and require correction or
demolition of structures found to be dangerous.

Code Enforcement
Safe Development Review Program

Flood Risk

Policy 6. The City of Beaumont will continue to
promote flood safety through comprehensive land
use planning.

Environmental Review
Safe Development Review Program

Flood Risk

Policy 7. The City of Beaumont will assist in the
education of the community on how the resident and
business person can minimize flooding by adequate
knowledge and preparation.

Environmental Review
Emergency Preparedness Plan
Safe Development Review Program

Flood Risk

Policy 8. The City of Beaumont will develop an
information program to familiarize citizens with
flood risk.

Emergency Preparedness Plan
Safe Development Review Program

Flood Risk

Policy 9. The City of Beaumont will continue to
cooperate with other local and regional agencies with
respect to flood control.

Disaster Response Database
Environmental Review
Emergency Preparedness Plan

Flood Risk

Policy 10. The City of Beaumont will require all new
developments to mitigate potential flooding that may
result from the development.

Environmental Review
Safe Development Review Program

Flood Risk

Law
Enforcement

Law
Enforcement

Policy 11. The City of Beaumont will support
regional efforts to control and mitigate existing
potential flood-related problems.
Policy 12. The City of Beaumont will continue to
maintain adequate levels of police patrol services
through coordinated land use and facility planning
efforts.
Policy 13. The City of Beaumont will continue to
support ongoing coordination will other law
enforcement as a means in the agencies in the
prevention of crime.
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Issue
Law
Enforcement
Law
Enforcement
Law
Enforcement

Law
Enforcement

Fire
Protection
Fire
Protection

Fire
Protection

Fire
Protection

General Plan Policies
Policy 14. The City of Beaumont will continue to
coordinate the review of development proposals with
the Police Department to assure that police patrol
service shall be adequately addressed.
Policy 15. The City of Beaumont will provide an
atmosphere of security and safety for residents and
businesses in the City.
Policy 16. The City of Beaumont will promote
improved lighting in existing or potential crime
problem areas.
Safety Element Policy 17. The City of Beaumont
encourages "neighborhood watch" programs in
conjunction with neighborhood improvement
associations to encourage cooperation between
citizens and police.
Policy 18. The City of Beaumont will continue to
implement those measures that will be effective in
reducing the potential for wildfire.
Policy 19. The City of Beaumont will continue to
strive to provide an adequate level of paramedic
service for emergency medical aid to minimize
trauma of injury or illness to patients.
Policy 20. The City of Beaumont will continue to
provide technical and policy information regarding
structural and wild land fire hazards to developers,
interested parties and the general public through all
available media.
Policy 21. The City of Beaumont will continue code
enforcement efforts to reduce fire hazards associated
with older buildings.

Implementation Programs
Environmental Review
Safe Development Review Program

Environmental Review
Code Enforcement
Environmental Review
Safe Development Review Program
Police and Fire Services Review
Environmental Review
Code Enforcement
Fire Prevention
Environmental Review
Police and Fire Services Review
Environmental Review

Fire Prevention
Emergency Preparedness Plan

Code Enforcement
Fire Prevention

The commentor’s statements will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.
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Mary A. Daniel, page 1 of 9

MD-1

MD-2

MD-3

MD-4

Mary A. Daniel, page 2 of 9

MD-5

MD-6

MD-7

MD-8

Mary A. Daniel, page 3 of 9

MD-8
(cont’d)

MD-9

MD-10

MD-11

Mary A. Daniel, page 4 of 9

MD-11
(cont’d)

MD-12

MD-13

MD-14

Mary A. Daniel, page 5 of 9

MD-14
(cont’d)

MD-15

MD-16

Mary A. Daniel, page 6 of 9

MD-16
(cont’d)

MD-17

MD-18

Mary A. Daniel, page 7 of 9

MD-19

MD-20

Mary A. Daniel, page 8 of 9

MD-20
(cont’d)

Mary A. Daniel, page 9 of 9

MD-20
(cont’d)
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MARY DANIEL
Letter Dated May 28, 2007
Response MD-1
The commentor’s statements regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration. Responses to specific concerns are addressed
in the following paragraphs.
Response MD-2
The commentor states concerns regarding Project-related water demands and the potential
for resultant Basin overdraft conditions. These concerns are comprehensively addressed
through prior adjudication of the Basin, as discussed with the Draft EIR. Please refer to the
discussion of the Basin adjudication presented at Draft EIR Pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-5.
Relevant portions of this discussion are excerpted below.
Beaumont Basin Adjudication, Basin Operating Yield
As noted above, the current primary sources for BCVWD water production
are Edgar Canyon and Beaumont Basin groundwater resources. In 2004, the
Beaumont Basin was adjudicated. The adjudication found that the safe yield
for this basin is approximately 8,650 acre-feet/year for the next ten years, and
that the Basin is presently considered to be in overdraft. The Judgment
adjudicating the Beaumont Basin assigned all of the Safe Yield to the
Overlying Landowners who presently pump from the Beaumont Basin.
[There is no requirement in the adjudication that this overdraft be eliminated.
Under the adjudication, a Water Master is responsible for dealing with the
overdraft. A copy of the Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation Adjudicating
Groundwater Rights in the Beaumont Basin is available through the City or
BCVWD.]
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Consequently, any pumping from the Beaumont Basin by the Appropriators
(the City, the two Water Districts and the Mutual Water Company pumping
from the Basin) is in excess of the Safe Yield. Pursuant to the Judgment, the
Beaumont Basin will be managed and operated by a five member committee
appointed by the pumpers and approved by the Court. At present, the Basin
Watermaster is comprised of the Directors of Public Works for the Cities of
Beaumont and Banning and the General Managers of the Yucaipa Valley
Water District, the BCVWD, and the South Mesa Mutual Water company.
The Basin will now be managed much like any other public facility, with
special emphasis on the protection of water quality and the coordinated use
of the Basin as a water production and storage facility, physically
incorporated into the public water systems as another essential component
of those systems. Additionally, the adjudication implements the concept of
“Operating Yield” in place of Safe Yield. The Judgment defines Operating
Yield as the maximum quantity of water which can be produced every year
from the Beaumont Basin, which quantity consists of the water pumped by
the Appropriators plus “Temporary Surplus.” Temporary Surplus is the
amount of groundwater that can be pumped annually in excess of the Safe
Yield necessary to create enough additional storage capacity to prevent the
waste of water. The Judgment authorizes an Operating Yield in the
Beaumont Basin of 18,805 acre-feet per year (about 10,000 acre-feet more per
year than the Safe Yield). Therefore, the Watermaster and its engineers, as
well as all of the pumpers from the Basin, have determined, and the court has
adjudicated, that an additional 100,000 acre-feet of water can be pumped
from the Basin in excess of the natural recharge of the Basin over the next ten
years without harm to the Basin. As expressed within the Judgment, the
BCVWD is entitled to an Operating Yield of 7,995 acre-feet per year from the
Beaumont Basin for the next ten years.
Information germane to Project water demands and available water supplies is presented
in detail in the Project Plan of Services (POS), and the BCVWD Urban Water Management
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Plan (UWMP) included at EIR Appendix B. The POS details the sources of water that will
be available to the District to ensure that Project-related land uses are adequately supplied
with potable water for domestic consumption, as well as with recycled water for
landscaping purposes.
As supported by the preceding discussions, water will be supplied to the Project consistent
with the provisions of the Adjudication and UWMP, with no significant impacts to the
Basin or groundwater supplies.
Response MD-3
The commentor correctly notes that, as of the 2005 publication date, the Beaumont Cherry
Valley Water District Urban Water Management Plan relied solely on groundwater
pumped from the Beaumont and Edgar Canyon Basins. As reflected in the March 2006
BCVWD Plan of Services (POS) for the Project (included in EIR Appendix B), planned
distribution of recycled water for landscaping has begun, with service “estimated to be
approximately 1,100 ac-ft/yr, which includes irrigation of parks, schools, green belt areas,
and a golf course.” [BCVWD POS, Page 10.] The recycled water system is partially
operational, and is planned for continued expansion, as described in the POS.
Response MD-4
In regard to the East Branch Extension of the State Water Project (SWP), also referenced by
the Urban Water Management Plan as a supplemental water source, the City is unable to
substantiate the commentor’s assertion that an “operational constraint” may exist. More
to the point however, it is important to note that water supply estimates and contingency
planning included in the UWMP assume and account for potential shortfalls in SWP water
delivery, as well as for naturally-occurring drought years when less water will be available
for groundwater recharge. The District would respond to such shortfalls by implementing
restrictions on water use, such as limits on watering lawns. Extended periods of drought
would require further restrictions on water use as detailed in the UWMP. Moreover, the
need for design modifications and refined engineering solutions necessary to solve
localized inefficiencies are not uncommon as water supply and distribution systems are
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brought on line. These issues and constraints do not materially affect implementation of
the Urban Water Management Plan in total, and will not substantively affect water
availability to the Project or other BCVWD customers.
Response MD-5
The documents and newspaper article citations provided by the commentor are incomplete
and do not allow for direct response. For example, it is unclear which USGS Scientific
Investigation Report 2006 is referred to, in order to determine the context or applicability
of excerpted quotations provided by the commentor. Moreover, newspaper articles in and
of themselves are not considered to be scientifically based, nor are they typically materials
written by qualified experts. The commentor’s statements will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
Notwithstanding the commentor’s assertions to the contrary, recharge capabilities and
capacities of the 80-acre site referred to by the commentor are documented at Page 2-13 the
2005 UWMP as follows.
In 2002 and 2003, the District performed a pilot test to determine percolation
rates at the groundwater recharge site. This is documented in:

•

“Geohydrologic Investigation Noble Creek Artificial Recharge Study”
(Geoscience Support Services Inc.) July 2002

•

“Groundwater Recharge Implementation Plan, Nobel Creek Artificial Recharge
Facility,” (Geoscience Support Services Inc.) Sept. 19, 2005.

Short-term subsurface infiltration rates measured during the pilot artificial
recharge testing ranged from 1 to 6 ft/day. The average short-term infiltration
rate considering all of data collected over the 80-acre site was 5.5 ft/day.
Geosciences estimates the long term infiltration rate to be about 3 ft/day. It
was estimated that the entire 80 acre site could recharge about 18,000 ac-ft
annually when fully developed.
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This clearly demonstrates the recharge area can easily recharge the runoff
from Edgar and Noble Canyons and have capacity to recharge recycled and
imported water as required.
As indicated above, groundwater recharge at the referenced 80-acre site will occur
relatively rapidly; however, not within the 55-year time frame cited by the commentor. In
their final design and configuration, percolation basins implemented by the District will
accelerate and focus groundwater percolation within the Basin. SWP water purchased by
the District will be delivered to the recharge basins, and will supplement naturally
occurring percolation. The UWMP also provides for direct delivery of SWP water in
instances where recharge is not available or is determined to be infeasible.
Response MD-6
As indicated by the commentor, the UWMP at Page 2-2 includes the following statement.
The City of Beaumont, as a condition of development, has required
developers to install detention basins for stormwater percolation. Once such
system adjacent to the Pardee Sundance Development on the east side of
Beaumont proved to be very effective at capturing runoff and percolating it
during the winter 2004-05.
The localized stormwater percolation basins noted above are only one example of water
conservation and reuse efforts employed by the City and BCVWD in the context of the
UWMP, which in total act to reduce consumptive water demands within the BCVWD
Service Area. The cited example is not represented as, nor is it intended to be, fully
offsetting of development-related water consumption.
Response MD-7
The commentor states concerns regarding the timing and availability of water resources.
The Lead Agency concurs with the commentor’s conclusion that “infrastructure needs to
be in place before any construction begins.” To this end, mitigation is provided at Draft
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EIR Section 4.10, “Utilities and Public Services,” which requires the Project proponent to
provide for the completion of all major public facilities serving the Project area at their full
planned widths or capacities in one phase. Specifically included in this measure, in addition
to roadways and sewer improvements, are “[a]ll wells, water transmission lines, treatment
facilities, and storage tanks needed to serve the Project as determined by the City and
BCVWD.” Additional Mitigation Measures detailed in the Draft EIR ensure that for each
phase of development, sufficient capacity in all public services and facilities will be available
in a manner and time frame which maintains desired service levels, and avoids capacity
shortages, traffic congestion, or other potentially adverse effects. Please refer to Draft EIR
Pages 4.10-23 through 4.10-27, Mitigation Measures 4.10.1 through 4.1.10.
Response MD-8
The commentor states concerns regarding potential biological resources impacts of the
Project and questions the efficacy of the MSHCP in mitigating impacts to biological
resources. If approved, certain areas of the Specific Plan will be designated as Open Space,
in which areas substantive development is not permitted. As a separate, but related action,
the Project is required to comply with provisions of the MSHCP.

The MSHCP

acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public and private, to mitigate their
potentially significant impacts to protected species. To encourage conservation on privatelyowned lands, the MSHCP implementation strategy incorporates a broad array of incentives.
Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase of properties
from willing sellers. In general, fee assessments pursuant to the MSHCP provide for
acquisition and maintenance of designated properties which are determined to be valuable
habitat areas.
Consistent with the provisions and requirements of the MSHCP, the Project will provide
mitigation for all of its potentially significant biological resources impacts. As one element
of required mitigating actions, the Project will be assessed fees for its potentially significant
impacts to the Stephens kangaroo rat (SKR) and SKR habitat. Fees paid by the Project in
this regard will be utilized to acquire, permanently set aside, maintain, manage and fund
conservation, preservation, restoration and enhancement of the SKR and its habitat. Other
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mitigating actions and conditions of approval required pursuant to the MSHCP are detailed
in the western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority Joint Project Review
(JPR) included at Draft EIR Appendix C.
Within the above-referenced JPR, the Project Open Space areas are designated as proposed
MSHCP Conservation Areas, and within these areas, the Regional Conservation Authority
has identified species and habitat to be preserved, and has identified Conditions of
Approval and Mitigation Measures that provide for protection and preservation of
biological resources. These requirements are reflected in the EIR Mitigation Measures and
Project Conditions of Approval.

The Project is therefore consistent with applicable

provisions of the MSHCP, and provides for appropriate mitigation of potential biological
resources impacts. Please refer also to Draft EIR Section 4.6,”Biological Resources,” and the
Project biological resources studies and associated documentation presented at Draft EIR
Appendix C.
With regard to the potential for future redesignation of the Project Open Space areas for
other uses, following Specific Plan adoption, any substantive amendment to the Project
Specific Plan land uses would be subject to Specific Plan amendment requirements as
outlined in the City’s Municipal Code, and would be subject to City Planning Commission
and City Council review.
Response MD-9
The commentor correctly states the finding of the Draft EIR, that the Project will result in
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. The commentor also correctly states that
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce air emissions by up to 57 percent, as
compared to the Project; however, it should be acknowledged that the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would not entirely avoid significant air quality impacts. Specifically, page 5-37
of the Draft EIR states: “At the 57 percent reduction in development intensity that would
be realized under this Alternative, it is likely that SCAQMD PM10 operational emissions
thresholds could be achieved. However, CO, NOx and ROG operational emissions levels
would remain above applicable SCAQMD thresholds.” It is further acknowledged that the
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Lead Agency may implement the Project, an Alternative to the Project described in the EIR,
some other variant to the Project, or may take no action on the Project. The commentor’s
statements will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response MD-10
This comment addresses the general scope of the Project, rather than relating specifically
to the analysis of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the commentor’s remarks, it is
acknowledged in the Draft EIR that reduced development intensities considered in the EIR
Alternatives analysis will result in reduced traffic volumes and associated requirements for
area traffic improvements. The commentor’s statements will be forwarded to decisionmakers for their consideration.
Response MD-11
The commentor correctly notes a typographical error in the Draft EIR in regard to the
timing of required Project traffic improvements. Table 4.7-11, which refers to improvements
as being required “prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy within Phase
II,” is corrected to read “prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit within Phase II of
the Project. [Emphasis added]. This is consistent with the requirements stated at Mitigation
Measure 4.7.2. For clarity, the affected section of Table 4.7-11 is reproduced below, and the
text correction is indicated in strikeout and italic format. This correction is incorporated
by reference in the Draft EIR.
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Table 4.7-11
Backbone Circulation System Improvements
2012 Improvements (Prior to issuance of the first
Certificate of Occupancy Building Permit within Phase II)
13.

Construct new SR-60 interchange at Potrero Boulevard.

14.

Complete 4th Street from the easterly Project boundary to Potrero Boulevard at its ultimate full-section
width as a Major (100-foot R.O.W.).

15.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from 4th Street to the northerly Project boundary at its ultimate half-section
width as an Urban Arterial (134-foot R.O.W.).

16.

Complete Potrero Boulevard from 4th Street to the TAZ 3 east boundary at its ultimate full-section width as
a Major (100-foot R.O.W.).

17.

Complete Potrero Boulevard from "A" Street to the easterly Project boundary at its ultimate full-section
width as a Major (100- foot R.O.W.).

18.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the easterly Project boundary to the TAZ 8 northwest boundary as an
interim two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

19.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 northwest boundary to the TAZ 8 central boundary at its
ultimate full-section width as a Major (100-foot R.O.W.).

20.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 central boundary to the TAZ 8 southwest Boundary as an
interim two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

21.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 southwest boundary to the TAZ 8 south boundary at its
ultimate full-section width as a Major (100-foot R.O.W.).

22.

Construct Potrero Boulevard from the TAZ 8 south boundary to Lamb Canyon Road (SR-79) as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.

23.

Complete "A" Street from Potrero Boulevard to Loop Road at its ultimate full-section width as a Collector
(66-foot R.O.W.).

24.

Construct Loop Road from Potrero Boulevard to the easterly Project boundary as an interim two-lane
32-foot pavement section.

25.

Construct Loop Road from the easterly Project boundary to "A" Street at its ultimate full-section width as a
Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).

26.

Complete Loop Road from "A" Street to the Phase 1 south boundary at its ultimate full-section width as a
Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).

27.

Complete Loop Road from the Phase 1 north boundary to Potrero Boulevard at its ultimate full-section
width as a Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).

28.

Construct the “D” Street loop south of Loop Road at its ultimate full-section width as a collector (66-foot
R.O.W.).

29.

Construct "B" Street from 4th Street to the northerly Project boundary at its ultimate half-section width as a
Major (100-foot R.O.W.).

Source: Willow Springs Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), City of Beaumont California (Urban Crossroads, Inc.)
November 22, 2004.
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Response MD-12
The total average daily trip generation figure for the Project’s proposed first phase is
correctly provided by the commentor. As described at Draft EIR Section 4.7, “Traffic and
Circulation,“ the Project TIA appropriately accounts for existing and future land uses,
using City and County-approved traffic forecasting models and methodologies.
Improvements identified in the Project TIA will provide for adequate LOS conditions
within the TIA Study Area. The Project is required to construct and/or pay fair share fees
toward the construction of required improvements. Timely completion of required
improvements is required pursuant to the EIR Mitigation Measures. Representative
Mitigation Measures are excerpted below.
4.10.1 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project proponent shall provide for the
completion of required major public facilities serving or traversing the Project area
at their full planned widths or capacities in one phase. All “major” facilities shall
include the following:

•

Any roadway of a collector size or above, including any roadway identified
within the City of Beaumont General Plan Circulation Element. Included
within this requirement are: design, engineering, environmental evaluation
and compliance, and construction of roadway lanes, traffic signals, and
bridges; drainage and other facilities related to new roadway construction;
installation of landscaped medians and streetscaping where appropriate;
installation of sidewalks or other facilities where needed to provide safe
passage for pedestrians.
. . . If necessary, the City shall use its financial capacity to facilitate
implementation of this mitigation measure. The City’s facilitation efforts in
this regard may include, but are not limited to: formation of Community
Facilities Districts (CFDs); issuing of bonds, direct use of City funds, with
repayment from future development fees; fee programs; or developer
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financing. The Project shall fund its fair share portion of its impacts to all
public facilities and infrastructure as provided for under State law.
4.10.2 Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the Project proponent shall
prepare a detailed infrastructure Phasing Plan/Program for review and approval by
the City. This Phasing Plan/Program shall graphically and textually document and
demonstrate the manner in which major utilities systems and roadways will be
extended into the Project Area. At a minimum, components of the Phasing
Plan/Program shall include critical path “milestones” for infrastructure completion
and facilities supported, and identification of proposed financing mechanisms
providing for completion of required infrastructure systems.
4.10.3 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project proponent shall demonstrate that
for each phase of development, sufficient capacity in all public services and facilities
will be available in manner and time frame which maintains desired service levels,
and avoids capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other potentially adverse effects.
4.10.4 Infrastructure systems shall be extended within the Project area in a logical
manner which avoids “leapfrog” development within the Specific Plan Area, and
encourages the orderly development of roadways, water and sewer, and other public
facilities serving the Project. To this end, development shall occur consistent with
the detailed Phasing Plan/Program as approved by the City (please refer to
mitigation measure 4.10.1). Interim facilities may be used only if specifically
approved by the City Council.
Response MD-13
The commentor’s citation from the NOP response of the California Highway Patrol (CHP)
is acknowledged. As indicated in the attachment to the State Clearinghouse Letter, and
also provided in response to the Project NOP, the CHP was included in the distribution of
the Draft EIR. As requested by the CHP, this agency remains on the City’s distribution list
for receipt of notices related to the Project’s approval process. The commentor’s statements
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relative to planned regional transportation improvements will be forwarded to decisionmakers for their consideration.
Response MD-14
The commentor cites Level of Service Standards established under the City’s General Plan
Circulation Element, and expresses concerns regarding the Circulation Element LOS E
threshold condition. These comments do not relate specifically to the analysis of the Draft
EIR but will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. With regard to the
Project and its potential traffic impacts, as indicated in the Draft EIR and Project TIA,
subsequent to construction of required improvements, all TIA Study Area intersections will
operate at LOS D or better.
Response MD-15
The commentor correctly notes that the City of Beaumont has not yet adopted a Hillside
Development Ordinance specified in General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.1. However,
as further stated in this mitigation measure, “Hillside/Ridgeline development and
protection criteria, and related design solutions may be developed and implemented
through City’s Specific Plan and design review processes.” [City of Beaumont General Plan,
Page 160].
The Draft EIR provides the following Mitigation Measures to meet the General Plan’s
requirement for a Specific Plan “design solution,” as presented on Draft EIR pages 4.11-35
and 4.11-36. Concerns stated by the commentor regarding identification of visually
significant attributes within the Project site are also addressed in the Draft EIR Mitigation
Measures as excerpted below.
To ensure that Project grading protects landforms and topographic features,
and that resulting development is appropriately designed and landscaped,
the following Mitigation Measures are incorporated in the Project:
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4.11.4 Concurrent with site plan development and review, the Project proponent
shall develop, and the City shall review and approve, a graphic and narrative Master
Inventory of Significant Landforms and Topographic Features within the Project
site. Based on this Inventory, the Project Proponent shall develop a Master Grading
Program which demonstrates that grading and development of the subject site will
not adversely affect visually significant landforms or otherwise substantially degrade
the visual character of the area. The Project proponent shall consult with the City
Planning Department for further guidance prior to developing the Master Grading
Program in order to ensure incorporation of the latest available grading standards
and criteria. As a minimum, the Master Grading Program shall incorporate and
evidence the following criteria and standards:

•

Design of building sites shall be sensitive to the natural terrain:

•

Views of significant features shall be preserved;

•

To the extent feasible, and unless otherwise contra-indicated by engineering
or geotechnical constraints, manufactured slopes should be located uphill of,
and be screened by, structures or landscaping;

•

Structures shall be designed and oriented in a manner that minimizes overall
cut and fill requirements;

•

Location and orientation of buildings shall evidence variation to avoid the
appearance of overbuilding;

•

Roofs, walls, and paving materials shall evidence varied visual
characteristics;

•

Building designs and profiles shall blend with natural terrain and
topographic features. Brightly colored structures and roofs are expressly
prohibited.

4.11.5 Concurrent with site plan development, each developer shall prepare and
submit site and development-specific pre-construction topographic maps, indicating
continuous ridgelines, high points and other notable topographic features within the
site to be developed. To the satisfaction of the City, subsequent site plan concepts,
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as overlaid on these topographic maps, shall indicate how notable topographic
features and views of these features are protected and preserved.
Implementation of these Mitigation Measures will ensure that, prior to the approval of
grading permits, significant landforms and topographic features within the Project site are
appropriately identified and protected as part of the City’s Design Review process. In
response to questions/comments regarding Mt. Davis, this landmark is identified at Figure
3.1-2, Project Vicinity, Draft EIR Page 3-4.
Response MD-16
The commentor states concerns regarding development configurations proposed by the
Project, vis-a-vis large-lot single-family residential development of the area envisioned by
the commentor. The General Plan Land Use designation for the subject site allows for
development at up to two (2) dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the
aggregate development intensities proposed by the Project. It recognized that within the
context of land uses allowed under the City General Plan, there exist differing and varied
visions for residential design and development, such as those expressed by the commentor.
The commentor’s statements in this regard will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.
Response MD-17
The commentor’s summary of the Reduced Intensity and Biological Preserve Alternatives,
as presented in Draft EIR Section 5.2, are materially correct. Alternatives are developed as
a means to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts otherwise resulting from
the Project. CEQA requires identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative. To
this end, the EIR identifies the “Neighborhood 6.2 as Open Space Alternative” as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The commentor’s statements regarding the relative
merits of the EIR Alternatives will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
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Response MD-18
From a planning and land use perspective, the City General Plan is considered to establish
the long-term framework and vision for development of the City. In this regard, land uses
and development characteristics proposed under the Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Project are consistent with the underlying City General Plan Land Use designations
(Commercial/Industrial and Rural Residential). The proposed Specific Plan will become
the effective zoning for the subject site.
It is also noted that other, alternative zoning designations, such as the large-lot singlefamily residential zoning suggested by the commentor, could be applied to the subject site
in a manner that would not necessarily conflict with the City General Plan Land Use
Element. Nonetheless, even under a large-lot single-family residential development
scheme, redesignation of the current County land use assignments for the subject site
would be required to provide for consistency with the City General Plan, City Zoning
Ordinance, and establish pre-zoning of the property as required by LAFCO.
A large-lot single-family residential development scheme, however, is not the Project
submitted to the Lead Agency and evaluated in the EIR. It is further noted, that the City
may approve the Project, deny the Project, or approve some modified version of the
Project, which may (or may not) reflect the large-lot single-family residential development
patterns suggested by the commentor. It is further noted, however, that such development
patterns are not considered to be environmentally superior to the Project. (Please refer to
the discussion of Alternatives presented at Draft EIR Section 5.0.) The commentor’s
statements regarding attributes of the Project and its proposed land uses will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response MD-19
The commentor’s statement that fire safety is addressed only once in the Draft EIR is
incorrect. In addition to the listing of existing fire protection resources included at Draft
EIR Page 4.10-4, an analysis of the Project’s consistency with General Plan Safety Element
policies is included at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-13. This analysis includes the
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following references to applicable General Plan Safety Element Policies and supporting
actions.
Safety Element Policy 18. The City of Beaumont will continue to implement those
measures that will be effective in reducing the potential for wildfire. The Project
will comply with all applicable requirements in regard to the protection of
structures from wildfire, including but not limited to brush control within
developed areas, and ‘defensible space’ setbacks adjacent to new
development, as implemented through the City’s Design Review Program.
Safety Element Policy 19. The City of Beaumont will continue to strive to provide
an adequate level of paramedic service for emergency medical aid to minimize trauma
of injury or illness to patients. As discussed within the impacts and mitigation
portion of this Section, revenues attributable to the Project will be allocated
to finance any Project-related increases in police protection service demands.
Payment of the City’s one-time mitigation fee (currently $181 per dwelling
unit) mandated under City Ordinance 795, of which applicable revenues will
be made available to the County Fire Department to supplement existing
levels of service and facilities, will ensure compliance with this Policy.
Safety Element Policy 20. The City of Beaumont will continue to provide technical
and policy information regarding structural and wildland fire hazards to developers,
interested parties and the general public through all available media. This policy
addresses a City-implemented function. Although future residents and
business concerns that could result from development of the Project would
benefit from the application of this Policy, it cannot be implemented directly
by the Project proponent.
In support of the City General Plan Policies outlined above, the City and
County have adopted the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and Uniform Fire
Code (UFC) which present mandatory building design and construction
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techniques which reduce, or eliminate potential impacts related to provision
of public utilities and services. These include, but are not limited to, fire
protection measures incorporated in the UBC and UFC; and energy and
water conservation measures outlined in the UBC.
Additional discussion of the Project’s potential impacts to fire protection services, including
protection from wildfires, is presented at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-15 and 4.10-16. More
specifically, the following discussion is provided at Draft EIR Page 4.10-16.
Additionally, all construction within the Project area will comply with
applicable fire protection measures as specified by the City and/or the County
Fire Department including but not limited to:
• Roofs, eaves and siding must be constructed with Class “B” fire resistant
roofing materials.
• A buffer of fire retardant landscaping for appropriate distances from
structures.
• Water facilities improvements, e.g., locations and sizing of water mains
and fire hydrants, building/structural sprinklers and provision of fire
flow volumes, as required by the County Fire Department.
Design and construction of the Project consistent with the above measures reduces potential
wildfire hazards below significance thresholds. The commentor’s statements will be
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response MD-20
The commentor provides a summary of the Alternatives, as presented in Draft EIR Section
5.2, and expresses opinions as to the relative benefits and detriments of each. The questions
posed by the commentor at various points throughout this comment do not specifically
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address the analysis or findings of the Draft EIR, appear to be largely rhetorical, and do not
allow for formulation of specific responses.
As discussed previously (Response MD-17), EIR alternatives are developed as a means to
reduce potentially significant environmental impacts otherwise resulting from the Project.
CEQA requires identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative. To this end, the
EIR identifies the “Neighborhood 6.2 as Open Space Alternative” as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. The commentor’s statements regarding the relative merits of the EIR
Alternatives will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
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DAVE AND NANCY HALL
Letter Dated June 15, 2007
Response DNH-1
The City shares the commentor’s concerns regarding regional traffic issues. In order to
accurately assess Project-related traffic impacts and thereby reduce incremental effects at
the regional level, the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Project (EIR Appendix
D), has accounted for existing traffic conditions, as well as future regional growth.
Improvements necessary to accommodate Project traffic as well as traffic generated by
cumulative development of the region are summarized at Draft EIR Section 4.7 “Traffic
and Circulation,” and discussed in detail within the Project TIA, Draft EIR Appendix.
Additionally, Mitigation Measures identified at Draft EIR Section 4.10, "Utilities and Public
Services," require the Project proponent to provide for the completion of all major public
facilities serving the Project area at their full planned widths or capacities (inclusive of
roadways) in one phase. For ease of reference, the relevant portion applicable Mitigation
Measures relating to roadway improvements are excerpted from the Draft EIR, as follows:
4.10.1 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project proponent shall provide for the
completion of required major public facilities serving or traversing the Project area
at their full planned widths or capacities in one phase. All “major” facilities shall
include the following:

•

Any roadway of a collector size or above, including any roadway identified
within the City of Beaumont General Plan Circulation Element. Included
within this requirement are: design, engineering, environmental evaluation
and compliance, and construction of roadway lanes, traffic signals, and
bridges; drainage and other facilities related to new roadway construction;
installation of landscaped medians and streetscaping where appropriate;
installation of sidewalks or other facilities where needed to provide safe
passage for pedestrians.
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. . . If necessary, the City shall use its financial capacity to facilitate implementation
of this mitigation measure. The City’s facilitation efforts in this regard may include,
but are not limited to: formation of Community Facilities Districts (CFDs); issuing
of bonds, direct use of City funds, with repayment from future development fees; fee
programs; or developer financing. The Project shall fund its fair share portion of its
impacts to all public facilities and infrastructure as provided for under State law.
4.10.2 Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the Project proponent shall
prepare a detailed infrastructure Phasing Plan/Program for review and approval by
the City. This Phasing Plan/Program shall graphically and textually document and
demonstrate the manner in which major utilities systems and roadways will be
extended into the Project Area. At a minimum, components of the Phasing
Plan/Program shall include critical path “milestones” for infrastructure completion
and facilities supported, and identification of proposed financing mechanisms
providing for completion of required infrastructure systems.
4.10.3 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project proponent shall demonstrate that
for each phase of development, sufficient capacity in all public services and facilities
will be available in manner and time frame which maintains desired service levels,
and avoids capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other potentially adverse effects.
4.10.4 Infrastructure systems shall be extended within the Project area in a logical
manner which avoids “leapfrog” development within the Specific Plan Area, and
encourages the orderly development of roadways, water and sewer, and other public
facilities serving the Project. To this end, development shall occur consistent with
the detailed Phasing Plan/Program as approved by the City (please refer to
mitigation measure 4.10.1). Interim facilities may be used only if specifically
approved by the City Council.
With implementation of the referenced Mitigation Measures, the Project’s potential traffic
impacts are determined to be less-than-significant.
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Areawide traffic concerns cited by the commentor are beyond the scope of the Project and
EIR. These statements will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response DNH-2
The commentor cites concerns regarding provision of water to the Project, water
availability in general and under drought conditions and/or SWP water restrictions, and
potential Project-related impacts to groundwater resources. With regard to the
commentor’s remarks regarding provision of water to the Project, water availability, and
overdraft conditions affecting the Beaumont Basin, please refer to the discussion of the
Basin adjudication presented at Draft EIR Pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-5. Relevant portions of
this discussion are excerpted below.
Beaumont Basin Adjudication, Basin Operating Yield
As noted above, the current primary sources for BCVWD water production
are Edgar Canyon and Beaumont Basin groundwater resources. In 2004, the
Beaumont Basin was adjudicated. The adjudication found that the safe yield
for this basin is approximately 8,650 acre-feet/year for the next ten years, and
that the Basin is presently considered to be in overdraft. The Judgment
adjudicating the Beaumont Basin assigned all of the Safe Yield to the
Overlying Landowners who presently pump from the Beaumont Basin.
[There is no requirement in the adjudication that this overdraft be eliminated.
Under the adjudication, a Water Master is responsible for dealing with the
overdraft. A copy of the Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation Adjudicating
Groundwater Rights in the Beaumont Basin is available through the City or
BCVWD.]
Consequently, any pumping from the Beaumont Basin by the Appropriators
(the City, the two Water Districts and the Mutual Water Company pumping
from the Basin) is in excess of the Safe Yield. Pursuant to the Judgment, the
Beaumont Basin will be managed and operated by a fivemember committee
appointed by the pumpers and approved by the Court. At present, the Basin
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Watermaster is comprised of the Directors of Public Works for the Cities of
Beaumont and Banning and the General Managers of the Yucaipa Valley
Water District, the BCVWD, and the South Mesa Mutual Water company.
The Basin will now be managed much like any other public facility, with
special emphasis on the protection of water quality and the coordinated use
of the Basin as a water production and storage facility, physically
incorporated into the public water systems as another essential component
of those systems. Additionally, the adjudication implements the concept of
“Operating Yield” in place of Safe Yield. The Judgment defines Operating
Yield as the maximum quantity of water which can be produced every year
from the Beaumont Basin, which quantity consists of the water pumped by
the Appropriators plus “Temporary Surplus.” Temporary Surplus is the
amount of groundwater that can be pumped annually in excess of the Safe
Yield necessary to create enough additional storage capacity to prevent the
waste of water. The Judgment authorizes an Operating Yield in the
Beaumont Basin of 18,805 acre-feet per year (about 10,000 acre-feet more per
year than the Safe Yield). Therefore, the Watermaster and its engineers, as
well as all of the pumpers from the Basin, have determined, and the court
has adjudicated, that an additional 100,000 acre-feet of water can be pumped
from the Basin in excess of the natural recharge of the Basin over the next ten
years without harm to the Basin. As expressed within the Judgment, the
BCVWD is entitled to an Operating Yield of 7,995 acre-feet per year from the
Beaumont Basin for the next ten years.
Water will be supplied to the Project consistent with the provisions of the Adjudication and
UWMP, with no significant impacts to groundwater supplies.
General Plan Policies provide for development of the Project area in manner consistent
with, and in support of the Adjudication and the UWMP, acting to ensure that continued
long-term availability and reliability of water resources to all customers within the BCVWD
Service Area, including potential development realized under the Project. Availability of
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water to support General Plan Buildout (inclusive of the Project) is further supported by
that General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.15.1, as follows.
The City and BCVWD shall mutually reconcile and assure that future updates to the
UWMP, and related UWMP analyses for post-2030 conditions, reflect the most
recent General Plan Buildout population and development projections. Projects not
reflected or considered in the then current UWMP shall not be approved by the City.
The Project is determined by the City and BCVWD to be consistent with the current
UWMP. Please refer also to the BCVWD UWMP and Project Plan of Services (POS), Draft
EIR Appendix B. The Draft EIR discusses provision of water during drought conditions,
as excerpted below.
The [UWMP] supply reliability and demand comparison for the dry-year
assessment is presented at Table 4.4-3. This Table includes demands and
supplies during a single dry year (using 2030) and multiple dry water years
using 2028, 2029, and 2030 as a basis. It should be noted that the demand
totals do not include implementing conservation measures which will reduce
water demands by about fifteen percent.

Table 4.4-3
Supply Reliability and Demand Comparison
Average Normal

Single Dry

Water Year

Water Year

2030

2030

2028

2029

2030

Supply Totals

21,119

8,219

9,691

9,730

9,769

Demand Totals

23,424

23,424

23,421

23,332

23,424

Surplus or

<2,305>

<15,205>

<13,550>

<13,602>

<13,655>

Basis Years

Multiple Dry Water Years

<Deficit>
Source: BCVWD 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update.

The [UWMP] analysis predicts a water supply deficit for a single dry year in
2030 of 15,205 acre-feet. This deficit can temporarily be overcome by
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extracting additional groundwater from the Beaumont Basin for short
periods of time along with implementation of some of the water shortage
contingency measures as discussed in the UWMP. The additional water
extracted from the Beaumont Basin would be replenished during wet years
or when supply of recycled water is not needed to meet irrigation demands.
Any excess recycled water, when available, such as during winter months,
can be percolated to increase the amount of groundwater stored in the basin.
When there is a need for additional water supply, the District has historically
and plans to continue to draw on accumulated storage in the Beaumont Basin
during critical supply years with plans to recharge the groundwater during
wet years and with the percolation of recycled water. Additional supplies
necessary to meet future demands in dry years beyond 2030 will be obtained
by further developing recycled water resources, and implementing the
District’s programmed water resource projects. [Draft EIR, Page4.4-9.]
Please refer also to detailed descriptions and analysis of water source reliability and
demands and water contingency/conservation measures presented within the UWMP.
Response DNH-3
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, “Earth Resources,” acknowledges that potentially significant
impacts exist within the Project area and vicinity in regard to expansive and otherwise
unsuitable soil conditions. Detailed mitigation measures are provided to ensure that such
conditions are addressed prior to the commencement of construction. Please refer to the
analysis of impacts at Draft EIR pages 4.2-10 through 4.2-15. Specifically, Mitigation
Measures 4.2.3 addresses potential impacts due to soil instability, and is included below for
ease of reference.
4.2.3

As an element of supplemental geotechnical investigations required pursuant
to Mitigation Measure 4.2.2, potentially expansive or unstable soils
conditions shall be specifically addressed for each increment of development.
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Where areas of potentially expansive, unstable or otherwise unsuitable soils
are identified, such soils shall be removed within the limits of proposed
grading and replaced with engineered compacted fills consistent with
recommendations and requirements of the pertinent geotechnical analysis.
Further, the Project applicant shall comply with all applicable Uniform
Building Code standards; and with the recommendations and performance
standards set forth in geotechnical investigations prepared for the Project.
Additionally, prior to issuance of grading or building permits, the Project
applicant shall provide verification to the City of Beaumont, Engineering,
Public Works, and Building Departments that a licensed geotechnical
engineer has reviewed all construction plans, including proposed roadway
improvements, to ensure that the plans are designed to specifically address
site soil and geotechnical conditions, consistent with the Uniform Building
Code (UBC). All soils and geotechnical engineering recommendations shall
be incorporated in Project construction plans prior to issuance of grading
permits/building permits and the commencement of construction. A qualified
geotechnical engineer shall be retained on-site to ensure that Project
implementation is realized consistent with specifications and requirements
identified in the Project geotechnical investigation.
Implementation of this Mitigation Measure, and supporting actions discussed in the Draft
will serve to ensure the safety of people and structures within the Project area to the extent
feasible.
In regard to water use during construction of the Project, the BCVWD Plan of Services (POS)
for the Project, included at EIR Appendix B, indicates on Page 15 that construction-related
water use is accounted for in the estimate of District-wide water demand, inclusive of water
demands attributable to Project construction activities. As such, water required for soil
compaction as part of Project-related earthwork has been accounted for by the BCVWD.
In support of ongoing water conservation efforts, the City could, as a condition of Project
approval, require the use of recycled water for construction-related activities, thus reducing
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the demand on important potable water resources below that identified with within the
Project POS.
The Project’s potential aesthetic impacts due to alteration of landforms are addressed at
Draft EIR Section 4.11, and are determined to be less-than-significant as mitigated.
Relevant discussions are excepted below.
To ensure that Project grading protects landforms and topographic features,
and that resulting development is appropriately designed and landscaped,
the following Mitigation Measures are incorporated in the Project.
4.11.4 Concurrent with site plan development and review, the Project proponent
shall develop, and the City shall review and approve, a graphic and narrative Master
Inventory of Significant Landforms and Topographic Features within the Project
site. Based on this Inventory, the Project Proponent shall develop a Master Grading
Program which demonstrates that grading and development of the subject site will
not adversely affect visually significant landforms or otherwise substantially degrade
the visual character of the area. The Project proponent shall consult with the City
Planning Department for further guidance prior to developing the Master Grading
Program in order to ensure incorporation of the latest available grading standards
and criteria. As a minimum, the Master Grading Program shall incorporate and
evidence the following criteria and standards:

•

Design of building sites shall be sensitive to the natural terrain:

•

Views of significant features shall be preserved;

•

To the extent feasible, and unless otherwise contra-indicated by engineering
or geotechnical constraints, manufactured slopes should be located uphill of,
and be screened by, structures or landscaping;

•

Structures shall be designed and oriented in a manner that minimizes overall
cut and fill requirements;
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•

Location and orientation of buildings shall evidence variation to avoid the
appearance of overbuilding;

•

Roofs, walls, and paving materials shall evidence varied visual characteristics;

•

Building designs and profiles shall blend with natural terrain and topographic
features. Brightly colored structures and roofs are expressly prohibited.

4.11.5 Concurrent with site plan development, each developer shall prepare and
submit site and development-specific pre-construction topographic maps, indicating
continuous ridgelines, high points and other notable topographic features within the
site to be developed. To the satisfaction of the City, subsequent site plan concepts, as
overlaid on these topographic maps, shall indicate how notable topographic features
and views of these features are protected and preserved.
Implementation of the above mitigation measures will ensure that significant landforms
and topographic features within the Project site are appropriately identified and protected.
Response DNH-4
The Draft EIR acknowledges, in Section 4.8, “Air Quality,” among other places, that even
after the application of all feasible mitigation measures, the Project will result in significant
and unavoidable air quality impacts (exceedances of SCAQMD thresholds for CO, NOx,
ROG, and PM10). Approval of the Project would require that the City Council adopt a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, explaining why the benefits of the Project would
outweigh these impacts. The Project does not propose uses that would generate toxic
emissions. The commentor’s statements will be forwarded to decision-makers for their
consideration.
Response DNH-5
As discussed at Draft EIR in Section 4.10, “Utilities and Public Services,” as an element of
established design review processes, the City coordinates the review of development
proposals with the Fire Department prior to the issuance of building permits. City and Fire
Department review of the Project act to ensure that the Project does not create, or unduly
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expose populations and structures to, fire hazards. Fees assessed of the Project provide
funding available for hiring and training of fire protection personnel staffing, equipment
acquisition and maintenance, and construction of fire protection facilities.
In addition to the listing of existing fire protection resources included at Draft EIR Page
4.10-4, an analysis of the Project’s consistency with General Plan Safety Element policies is
included at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-13. This analysis includes the following
reference to applicable General Plan Safety Element Policies and supporting actions:
Safety Element Policy 18. The City of Beaumont will continue to implement those
measures that will be effective in reducing the potential for wildfire. The Project
will comply with all applicable requirements in regard to the protection of
structures from wildfire, including but not limited to brush control within
developed areas, and ‘defensible space’ setbacks adjacent to new
development, as implemented through the City’s Design Review Program.
Safety Element Policy 19. The City of Beaumont will continue to strive to provide
an adequate level of paramedic service for emergency medical aid to minimize trauma
of injury or illness to patients. As discussed within the impacts and mitigation
portion of this Section, revenues attributable to the Project will be allocated
to finance any Project-related increases in police protection service demands.
Payment of the City’s one-time mitigation fee (currently $181 per dwelling
unit) mandated under City Ordinance 795, of which applicable revenues will
be made available to the County Fire Department to supplement existing
levels of service and facilities, will ensure compliance with this Policy.
Safety Element Policy 20. The City of Beaumont will continue to provide technical
and policy information regarding structural and wildland fire hazards to developers,
interested parties and the general public through all available media. This policy
addresses a City-implemented function. Although future residents and
business concerns that could result from development of the Project would
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benefit from the application of this Policy, it cannot be implemented directly
by the Project proponent.
In support of the City General Plan Policies outlined above, the City and
County have adopted the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and Uniform Fire
Code (UFC) which present mandatory building design and construction
techniques which reduce, or eliminate potential impacts related to provision
of public utilities and services. These include, but are not limited to, fire
protection measures incorporated in the UBC and UFC; and energy and
water conservation measures outlined in the UBC.
Additional discussion of the Project potential impacts on existing fire protection services,
including protection from wildfires, is presented at Draft EIR Pages 4.10-15 and 4.10-16.
More specifically as discussed at Draft EIR Page 4.10-16:
Additionally, all construction within the Project area will comply with
applicable fire protection measures as specified by the City and/or the County
Fire Department including but not limited to:
• Roofs, eaves and siding must be constructed with Class “B” fire resistant
roofing materials.
• A buffer of fire retardant landscaping for appropriate distances from
structures.
• Water facilities improvements, e.g., locations and sizing of water mains
and fire hydrants, building/structural sprinklers and provision of fire
flow volumes, as required by the County Fire Department.
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Design and construction of the Project consistent with the above measures reduces
potential wildfire hazards below significance thresholds. The commentor’s statements will
be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response DNH-6
The commentor’s assertion that the construction of Potrero Boulevard is not dependent on
approval of this Project is correct. As an element of the regional circulation system, the
design and construction of Potrero Boulevard is proceeding independent of, but will
ultimately be coordinated with, design and implementation of the Project. In this regard,
the status of Potrero Boulevard improvements was recently noted by the Western Regional
Council of Governments (WRCOG). The WRCOG November 2006 “eTUMF Newsletter,”3
included the following summary of the Potrero Boulevard planning and construction
efforts.
TUMF Arterial Improvements built by CFD/Developer Consortium - The
following TUMF Projects are either built or currently under construction:
Potrero Boulevard interchange and roadway improvement includes
installation of a new four-lane arterial connecting Oak Valley Parkway to SR
79. Rough grading of the project alignment is already underway north of the
proposed SR-60 interchange location. Project completion will take 3 to 5 years
to finish and is estimated to cost $79 million to extend the entire segment to
Oak Valley Parkway. On the north [south] side of the I-10 freeway, Potrero
Boulevard is built to 4-lane capacity between Highland Springs and
Pennsylvania Avenues. From here, Potrero Boulevard will be extended a
quarter mile west to SR-79 and then to SR-60 where it will reduce future
traffic congestion at the 1-10/SR-79 interchange.
As a component of regional development, the Project will participate in funding the Potrero
Boulevard improvements through CFD fee payments and TUMF payments.
3

http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/downloads/ewrcog/etumf0611_main1.html
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Response DNH-7
The configuration of Mellow Lane as indicated in the TIA provides an easterly traffic route
for Project traffic, and acts to reduce traffic volumes and potential congestion on other eastwest connector roads. The commentor’s statements regarding the planned alignment of
Mellow Lane will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response DNH-8
The commentor cites concerns regarding potential impacts to underground utilities that
may be affected by Project construction activities. Underground utilities within the Project
area will be realigned or modified consistent with provider-specific requirements,
identified at the tract map and site plan phases of development. “Dig-alert” requirements
associated with application for building permits specify that developers notify and consult
with potentially affected utilities/service providers in order to avoid impacts to distribution
and service lines. In this manner, established procedures and requirements act to preclude
or minimize potential impacts to underground utilities.
Response DNH-9
The City is required to ensure that Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) operations do not
adversely affect vicinity properties.

Current STP operational issues cited by the

commentor are beyond the scope and control of the Project. Notwithstanding, under
CEQA air quality considerations, the operative issue is whether the Project will create
substantial objectionable odors. As discussed within the Project Initial Study, it will not.
The commentor’s statements regarding existing treatment plant odors will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration.
Response DNH-10
Receipt of the annotated newspaper articles attached to this comment letter is
acknowledged, as are the commentor’s concerns. The commentor’s statements and news
items will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
4.1

INTRODUCTION

To ensure that the mitigation measures contained in this EIR are properly implemented,
a monitoring program has been developed pursuant to State law. This Mitigation
Monitoring Plan (MMP) identifies measures incorporated in the Project which reduce its
potential environmental effects; the entities responsible for implementation and monitoring
of mitigation measures; and the appropriate timing for implementation of mitigation
measures. As described in CEQA §15097, this MMP employs reporting and monitoring of,
Project mitigation measures.
The objectives of the MMP are to:
•

Assign responsibility for, and ensure proper implementation of mitigation
measures;

•

Assign responsibility for, and provide for monitoring and reporting of
compliance with mitigation measures;

•

Provide the mechanism to identify areas of noncompliance and need for
enforcement action before irreversible environmental damage occurs.

Mitigation monitoring and reporting procedures incorporated in the Project are presented
in the following Section 4.2. Specific mitigation measures incorporated in the Project,
mitigation timing, and implementation and reporting/monitoring responsibilities are
presented within this section in the following Table 4-1.

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Mitigation Monitoring
Page 4-1

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.2 Earth Resources
4.2.1

To the satisfaction of the City, and prior
to issuance of grading permits, each
increment of development within the
Specific Plan area shall demonstrate
consistency with recommendations,
requirements, and performance standards
contained in Preliminary Geologic and
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
For Willow Springs Development Site,
City of Beaumont, (Neblett & Associates,
Inc.) December 16, 1998.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

At grading permit
issuance

4.2.2

Supplemental site and constructionspecific geotechnical investigations shall
be prepared for each increment of
development within the Specific Plan
Area. City review and approval of these
geotechnical investigation(s) shall be
realized prior to issuance of grading
permits for the area of development under
consideration.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits for
each phase.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont

Prior to grading permit

Planning Department

issuance

Mitigation Monitoring
Page 4-2

and Building and
Safety Department

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR-SCH No. 2005031155

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.2 Earth Resources (cont’d)
4.2.3

As an element of supplemental
geotechnical investigations required
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.2.2,
potentially expansive or unstable soils
conditions shall be specifically addressed
for each increment of development.
Where areas of potentially expansive,
unstable or otherwise unsuitable soils are
identified, such soils shall be removed
within the limits of proposed grading and
replaced with engineered compacted fills
consistent with recommendations and
requirements of the pertinent
geotechnical analysis.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits for
each phase.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Prior to building
permit issuance

Further, the Project applicant shall
comply with all applicable Uniform
Building Code standards; and with the
recommendations and performance
standards set forth in geotechnical
investigations prepared for the Project.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.2 Earth Resources (cont’d)
4.2.3 (cont’d)
Additionally, prior to issuance of
grading or building permits, the Project
applicant shall provide verification to the
City of Beaumont, Engineering, Public
Works, and Building Departments that a
licensed geotechnical engineer has
reviewed all construction plans,
including proposed roadway
improvements, to ensure that the plans
are designed to specifically address site
soil and geotechnical conditions,
consistent with the Uniform Building
Code (UBC). All soils and geotechnical
engineering recommendations shall be
incorporated in Project construction
plans prior to issuance of grading
permits/building permits and the
commencement of construction. A
qualified geotechnical engineer shall be
retained on-site to ensure that Project
implementation is realized consistent
with specifications and requirements
identified in the Project geotechnical
investigation.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.5 Cultural Resources
4.5.1

A professional paleontological monitor
shall conduct full-time monitoring of site
excavation and grading activities in areas
void of granitic deposits. These areas
shall be verified by Project-specific
geotechnical investigations and identified
on grading plans. The paleontological
monitor shall be equipped to salvage and
record the location of paleontologic
and/or fossil resources as they may be
unearthed to avoid construction delays.
The monitor shall be empowered to
temporarily halt or divert equipment to
allow removal of abundant or large
specimens or finds and to allow the
preparation of recovered resources to a
point of identification. Any discovered or
recovered resources shall be evaluated in
accordance with CEQA guidelines.

Throughout rough
grading activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Ongoing throughout
rough grading
activities.

4.5.2

Any paleontological resources collected
shall be donated to a public, non-profit
institution with a research interest in the
materials, such as the San Bernardino
County Museum.

At conclusion of
monitoring activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

At conclusion of
monitoring activities.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.5 Cultural Resources (cont’d)
4.5.3

A professional archaeological monitor
shall conduct full-time monitoring of site
excavation and grading activities.
Should significant cultural resources be
identified during final Project planning
and construction activities, such
resources shall be avoided to the extent
feasible. The monitor shall be equipped to
salvage and record the location of
archaeologic and/or historic resources as
they may be unearthed to avoid
construction delays. The monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily halt or divert
equipment to allow removal of abundant
or large specimens or finds and to allow
the preparation of recovered resources to
a point of identification. Any discovered
or recovered resources shall be evaluated
in accordance with CEQA guidelines.

Throughout rough
grading activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Ongoing throughout
rough grading
activities.

4.5.4

Once accessible, those areas of the Project
site not previously surveyed shall be
visually inspected for evidence of
paleontological or cultural resources by a
qualified archaeologist.

Throughout rough
grading activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Ongoing throughout
rough grading
activities.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.5 Cultural Resources (cont’d)
4.5.5

Any prehistoric or historic resources
collected shall be donated to a public,
non-profit institution with a research
interest in the materials, such as the San
Bernardino County Museum.

At conclusion of
monitoring activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

At conclusion of
monitoring activities.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department;
Western Riverside
County Regional
Conservation
Authority

Ongoing throughout
Project construction.

4.6 Biological Resources
4.6.1

Prior to the issuance of grading permits,
the Project proponent shall implement,
and comply with, applicable provisions
and requirements of the MSHCP,
including but not limited to the measures
included in the Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) plan addressing
potential impacts to Cooper’s Creek
riparian/riverine habitat.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.6 Biological Resources (cont’d)
4.6.2

Prior to the issuance of grading permits,
the Project proponent shall conduct a
Section 10 Consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and
will be required to implement any terms
and/or conditions of the Biological
Opinion is issued by the USFWS on the
basis of the referenced Section 10
Consultation. Such conditions typically
include avoidance measures as well as
measures designed to minimize impacts
during Project implementation and
following the completion of construction.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department,
USFWS

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

4.6.3

Prior to issuance of grading permits, a
jurisdictional waters delineation of the
Project site shall be completed consistent
with CDFG and Corps requirements.
This delineation shall be submitted to the
CDFG/Corps for verification, and the
appropriate Section 1600/Section 404
permits shall be acquired for any affected
jurisdictional waters. Section 401 Water
Quality certification or waiver is also
required.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department,
CDFG, Army Corps of
Engineers, RWQCB

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.6 Biological Resources (cont’d)
4.6.4

Based on preliminary surveys of the
Project site, approximately 0.2 acres of
wetlands will be displaced by the
proposed Project. Any wetlands that
would be lost or disturbed shall be
replaced or rehabilitated on a "no-netloss" basis in accordance with the Corps’
mitigation guidelines.

Within 180 days of
completion of
construction adjacent
to Cooper’s Creek, or as
otherwise specified by
Corps or CDFG
representatives.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department,
Army Corps of
Engineers, CDFG,
USFWS

Reports to be issued at
one-year increments for
five years following
completion of
construction adjacent
to Cooper’s Creek.

Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement shall be at a location and by
methods agreeable to the Corps. To
ensure success of the creation or
restoration of wetlands, post-construction
monitoring shall be conducted by a
qualified restoration scientist annually
for at least five years. An annual report
will be submitted to the CDFG, Corps,
and USFWS. Success shall be evaluated
to have been achieved if 80 percent or
greater vegetative cover by wetland and
facultative wetland plant species has been
achieved. It is noted that suitable areas
available for wetlands replacement/
rehabilitation exist along Coopers Creek
in the southerly portion of the City.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.6 Biological Resources (cont’d)
4.6.5

Prior to issuance of grading permits, a
Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be
obtained from CDFG, pursuant to
Section 1600 of the California Fish and
Game Code, for each stream crossing and
any other activities affecting the bed,
bank, or associated riparian vegetation of
the stream. If required, the Project
applicant shall coordinate with CDFG in
developing appropriate mitigation, and
shall abide by the conditions of any
executed permits.

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department,
CDFG

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.

4.6.6

To the satisfaction of the City, applicable
recommendations of Report on Cooper’s
Creek Connectivity Study shall be
incorporated in the Project final design
and development plans. To this end,
Project developer(s) shall consult with
the City prior to design and submittal of
any development plans (to include, but
not limited to: tract maps, parcel maps,
and site plans), in order to ensure that
such plans do not impede or otherwise
adversely affect wildlife corridor
connectivity within the Project area.

Prior to the design and
submittal of
development plans.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to the approval of
development plans.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.7 Traffic and Circulation
4.7.1

Prior to the issuance of the first Building
Permit within Phase I of the Project, the
following intersection improvements
shall be implemented:
•
Construct EB second through lane at
the intersection of Viele Avenue and
4th Street;
•
Construct WB second through lane
at the intersection of Viele Avenue
and 4th Street;
•
Construct NB free-right turn lane at
the intersection of Beaumont Avenue
and the I-10 EB Ramps.

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase I.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Public Works
Department

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase I

4.7.2

Prior to the issuance of the first Building
Permit within Phase II of the Project, the
following intersection improvements
shall be implemented.

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase II.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Public Works
Department

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase II

Potrero Boulevard/SR-60 WB Ramps
•
Construct NB second through lane
•
Construct SB second through lane
Potrero Boulevard/SR-60 EB Ramps
•
Construct NB second through lane
•
Construct SB second through lane
•
Construct EB free-right turn lane
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.2 (cont’d)
Lamb Canyon Road/California Avenue
•
Construct NB third through lane
•
Construct SB third through lane
Lamb Canyon Road/Potrero Boulevard
•
Construct Traffic Signal
•
Construct NB left turn lane
•
Construct NB third through lane
•
Construct SB third through lane
•
Construct EB left turn lane
•
Construct EB right turn lane
4.7.3

Prior to the issuance of the first Building
Permit within Phase I of the Project, to
the satisfaction of the City, roadway
segments and related improvements shall
be completed as identified in Draft EIR
Table 4.7-11, line items No. 1 through
No. 12 (excerpted below).

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase I.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Public Works
Department

Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase I

1. Construct the extension of 4th Street
from its westerly terminus to the easterly
Project boundary as an interim two-lane
32-foot pavement section.
2. Construct 4th Street from the easterly
Project boundary to Potrero Boulevard at
its ultimate half-section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.3 (cont’d)
3. Construct Potrero Boulevard from 4th
Street to the TAZ 3 east boundary at its
ultimate half-section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
4. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
TAZ 3 east boundary to "A" Street at its
ultimate full-section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
5. Construct Potrero Boulevard from
"A" Street to Mellow Lane as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.
6. Construct Mellow Lane from Potrero
Boulevard to Viele Avenue as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.
7. Construct Viele Avenue from Mellow
Lane to the extension of 1st Street as an
interim two-lane 32-foot pavement
section.
8. Construct the extension of 1st Street
from its westerly terminus to Viele
Avenue as an interim two-lane 32-foot
pavement section.
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.3 (cont’d)
9. Construct "A" Street from Potrero
Boulevard to Loop Road at its ultimate
half-section width as a Collector (66-foot
R.O.W.).
10. Construct Loop Road from "A"
Street to the Phase 1 south boundary at
its ultimate half-section width as a
Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).
11. Construct Loop Road from the Phase
1 south boundary to the Phase 1 north
boundary at its ultimate half-section
width as a Collector (66-foot R.O.W.)
12. Construct Loop Road from the Phase
1 north boundary to Potrero Boulevard as
an interim two-lane 32-foot pavement
section.
4.7.4

Prior to the issuance of the first Building
Permit within Phase II of the Project, to
the satisfaction of the City, intersection
improvements shall be implemented as
identified in EIR Table 4.7-11, line items
No. 13 through No. 29 (excerpted below).
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Prior to the issuance of
building permits
within Phase II.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Public Works
Department
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building permits
within Phase II
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.4 (cont’d)
13. Construct new SR-60 interchange at
Potrero Boulevard.
14. Complete 4th Street from the easterly
Project boundary to Potrero Boulevard at
its ultimate full section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
15. Construct Potrero Boulevard from
4th Street to the northerly Project
boundary at its ultimate half-section
width as an Urban Arterial (134-foot
R.O.W.).
16. Complete Potrero Boulevard from 4th
Street to the TAZ 3 east boundary at its
ultimate full-section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
17. Complete Potrero Boulevard from
"A" Street to the easterly Project
boundary at its ultimate full-section
width as a Major (100- foot R.O.W.).
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.4 (cont’d)
18. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
easterly Project boundary to the TAZ 8
northwest boundary as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.
19. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
TAZ 8 northwest boundary to the TAZ 8
central boundary at its ultimate
full-section width as a Major (100-foot
R.O.W.).
20. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
TAZ 8 central boundary to the TAZ 8
southwest Boundary as an interim
two-lane 32-foot pavement section.
21. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
TAZ 8 southwest boundary to the TAZ 8
south boundary at its ultimate
full-section width as a Major (100-foot
R.O.W.).
22. Construct Potrero Boulevard from the
TAZ 8 south boundary to Lamb Canyon
Road (SR-79) as an interim two-lane
32-foot pavement section.
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.4 (cont’d)
23. Complete "A" Street from Potrero
Boulevard to Loop Road at its ultimate
full-section width as a Collector (66-foot
R.O.W.).
24. Construct Loop Road from Potrero
Boulevard to the easterly Project
boundary as an interim two-lane 32-foot
pavement section.
25. Construct Loop Road from the
easterly Project boundary to "A" Street
at its ultimate full-section width as a
Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).
26. Complete Loop Road from "A" Street
to the Phase 1 south boundary at its
ultimate full-section width as a Collector
(66-foot R.O.W.).
27. Complete Loop Road from the Phase 1
north boundary to Potrero Boulevard at
its ultimate full-section width as a
Collector (66-foot R.O.W.).
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation (cont’d)
4.7.4 (cont’d)
28. Construct the “D” Street loop south
of Loop Road at its ultimate full-section
width as a collector (66-foot R.O.W.).
29. Construct "B" Street from 4th Street
to the northerly Project boundary at its
ultimate half-section width as a Major
(100-foot R.O.W.).
4.7.5

The Project shall participate in funding
turn lane improvements at the following
intersections needed to serve cumulative
future conditions, through payment of
appropriate fees (TUMF and City of
Beaumont fees), or construction of
facilities under a fee credit agreement.
•
Potrero Boulevard at the SR-60
Eastbound Ramps;
•
Potrero Boulevard at Willow Springs
Road; and
•
Lamb Canyon Road at Potrero
Boulevard.
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4.8 Air Quality
4.8.1

On-road and off-road grading equipment
shall use aqueous diesel fuel, diesel
particulate filters and cooled exhaust gas
recirculation (EGR) where appropriate,
to achieve the following emissions
reductions: ROG, 90 percent on-road and
off-road; NOx, 54 percent on-road and
off-road; CO, 90 percent on-road and offroad; and PM10, 63 percent on-road and
85 percent off-road.

Throughout Project
grading activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project grading
activities.

4.8.2

On-road and off-road construction
equipment shall use aqueous diesel fuel,
diesel particulate filters and cooled
exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) where
appropriate, to achieve the following
emissions reductions: ROG, 90 percent
on-road and off road; NOx, 54 percent
on-road and off-road; CO, 90 percent onroad and off-road; and PM10, 63 percent
on-road and 85 percent off-road.

Throughout Project
construction activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project construction
activities.

4.8.3

A lunch shuttle shall be available to limit
the use of individual worker cars, to
achieve the following emissions
reductions: ROG, 1 percent; NOx, CO,
and PM10, 1.3 percent.

Throughout Project
construction activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project construction
activities.
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4.8 Air Quality (cont’d)
4.8.4

4.8.5

The following measures shall be included
as conditions of Project approval:
•

The Project developer(s) shall
implement Southern California
Edison's "Welcome Home" program
or an equivalent individual Projectspecific program to provide energy
saving components to all dwelling
units which could include built-in
energy efficient appliances, double
glass pane windows, energy-efficient
air conditioners, energy efficient
lighting, low emission water heaters
and wall and attic insulation above
Title 24 standards.

•

All residential buildings shall be
oriented from north to south to the
greatest extent feasible to ensure the
maximum utilization of passive
heating from the sun.

Upon annexation of “Legacy Highlands”
Specific Plan area into the City of
Beaumont, the City shall ensure that the
Project’s updated land use designations
are included in future AQMP update
land use assumptions.

Mitigation Monitoring
Page 4-20

Prior to issuance of the
Project’s first
residential building
permit.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to the issuance of
residential building
permits.

Revise General Plan
Land Use Map prior to
next scheduled AQM P
update cycle.

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

City of Beaumont
Planning Department,
WRCOG

Update to be provided
within 180 days of
annexation approval.
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4.8 Air Quality (cont’d)
4.8.6

Within one calendar year of Project approval,
the Project Applicant or other responsible
party designated by the Lead Agency, shall
join the California Climate Action Registry
http://www.climateregistry.org/. The Project
Applicant or designee shall calculate and
report estimated types and quantities of
greenhouse gas emissions generated by the
Project consistent with the provisions of the
California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol. Reporting shall
continue for twelve months subsequent to
completion and occupancy of the Project's
final phase of development.

Within one year of
Project approval.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Quarterly following
submittal of first
report.

4.9 Noise
4.9.1

Construction equipment shall be equipped
and well maintained with manufacturers’
installed mufflers to minimize noise from
the equipment.

Throughout Project
construction activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project construction
activities.

4.9.2

Construction activities shall be limited to
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. on
weekdays and Saturdays. No construction
activities shall be permitted on Sundays or
Federal holidays.

Throughout Project
construction activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project construction
activities.
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4.9 Noise (cont’d)
4.9.3

Areas utilized for materials stockpiling
and/or vehicle staging shall be located as
far as practical from any existing
residential dwellings or other noisesensitive uses.

Throughout Project
construction activities.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Building and Safety
Department

Ongoing throughout
Project construction
activities.

4.9.4

Prior to the approval of Final Map(s), the
Project proponent shall submit, and the
City Engineer shall review and approve an
acoustical analysis that determines the
precise locations where noise levels could
exceed City of Beaumont exterior and
interior noise standards.

Prior to Final Map(s)
approval for each phase
of development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s).

This analysis shall also identify adequate
noise-reducing measures, including but
not limited to increased building setbacks
and the construction of sound walls.
Recommended noise-reducing measures
shall be incorporated in the Project
grading and building plans, to the
satisfaction of the City of Beaumont.
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City of Beaumont
Planning Department,
Public Works
Department, and
Building and Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of
first occupancy permit.

4.10 Utilities and Public Services
4.10.1 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall provide for the completion
of required major public facilities serving
or traversing the Project area at their full
planned widths or capacities in one phase.
All “major” facilities shall include the
following:

Prior to issuance of
first occupancy permit.

Project Proponent

• Any roadway of a collector size or above,
including any roadway identified within
the City of Beaumont General Plan
Circulation Element. Included within
this requirement are: design,
engineering, environmental evaluation
and compliance, and construction of
roadway lanes, traffic signals, and
bridges; drainage and other facilities
related to new roadway construction;
installation of landscaped medians and
streetscaping where appropriate;
installation of sidewalks or other
facilities where needed to provide safe
passage for pedestrians.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.1 (cont’d)
• All wells, water transmission lines,
treatment facilities, and storage tanks
needed to serve the Project as determined
by the City and BCVWD. Included
within this requirement are: design,
engineering, environmental evaluation
and compliance, and construction of
facilities.
• All sewer trunk and interceptor lines
and treatment plant capacity as
determined by the City. Included within
this requirement are: design,
engineering, environmental evaluation
and compliance, and construction of
facilities.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.1 (cont’d)
If necessary, the City shall use its financial
capacity to facilitate implementation of
this mitigation measure. The City's
facilitation efforts in this regard may
include, but are not limited to: formation
of Community Facilities Districts (CFDs);
issuing of bonds, direct use of City funds,
with repayment from future development
fees; fee programs; or developer financing.
The Project shall fund its fair share portion
of its impacts to all public facilities and
infrastructure as provided for under State
law.

4.10.2 To the satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that for each
phase of development, sufficient capacity
in all public services and facilities will be
available in manner and time frame which
maintains desired service levels, and
avoids capacity shortages, traffic
congestion, or other potentially adverse
effects.
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Prior to Final Map(s)
approval for each phase
of development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s).
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.3 Prior to issuance of the first grading
permit, the Project proponent shall prepare
a detailed infrastructure Phasing
Plan/Program for review and approval by
the City. This Phasing Plan/Program
shall graphically and textually document
and demonstrate the manner in which
major utilities systems and roadways will
be extended into the Project Area. At a
minimum, components of the Phasing
Plan/Program shall include critical path
"milestones" for infrastructure completion
and facilities supported, and identification
of proposed financing mechanisms
providing for completion of required
infrastructure systems.
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Prior to issuance of the
Project’s first grading
permit.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department

Prior to issuance of
grading permits.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.4

Infrastructure systems shall be extended
within the Project area in a logical
manner which avoids "leapfrog"
development within the Specific Plan
Area, and encourages the orderly
development of roadways, water and
sewer, and other public facilities serving
the Project. To this end, development
shall occur consistent with the detailed
Phasing Plan/Program as approved by
the City (please refer to mitigation
measure 4.10.1). Interim facilities may be
used only if specifically approved by the
City Council.

Prior to issuance of the
Project’s first grading
permit.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department

Prior to issuance of
grading permits.

4.10.5

To minimize damage to roadways and to
reduce inconvenience to residents and
businesses, the Project proponent shall
ensure to the extent feasible, that all
utilities located in roadways are installed
in a single operation. Multiple installations, in
which separate utilities are installed at
different times and/or in different
trenches, are specifically discouraged

Prior to the issuance of
the Project’s first
building permit.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department

Prior to the issuance of
building permits.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.6

For each phase of development, and to the
satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that water
supplies and delivery systems are
available to meet Project-related water
demands. Proposed water supply and
delivery systems shall be identified at the
time of Final Map approval.

Prior to the approval of
Final Map(s) for each
phase of development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department, Beaumont
Cherry Valley Water
District

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s).

In addition to required comprehensive
completion of major infrastructure
systems as provided for under Mitigation
Measure 4.10.1, water production and
delivery systems required to serve each
phase of development shall be in place at
the time of Final Map approval, or shall
be assured through the use of bonds or
other sureties to the City's satisfaction.
Prior to the approval of Final Map(s), the
Project proponent shall provide
documentation verifying that BCVW D
has determined that sufficient capacity is
available to accommodate the subject
phase of development, plus existing
development, and other approved projects
in the same service area, and other
projects which have received
commitments for water service.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.6 (cont’d)
Offsite and onsite water infrastructure
systems, sufficient to provide adequate
water to the subject phase of development
shall be in place prior to the approval of
Final Map(s), or their financing shall be
assured to the satisfaction of the City,
consistent with the requirements of the
Subdivision Map Act.
Offsite and onsite water distribution
systems required to serve the subject phase of
development shall be in place and capable of
water delivery at sufficient quantity and
pressure prior to the issuance of any
building permits. Model homes may be
exempted from this requirement as
determined appropriate by the City, and
subject to approval by the City.
4.10.7

Consistent with General Plan policies
providing for efficient use of water and
conservation of water resources, reclaimed
water systems shall be constructed
throughout the Project area as may be
required by the City and BCVWD.
Reclaimed water shall be employed for
irrigation or other non-potable purposes
wherever feasible.
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Prior to issuance of the
Project’s first certificate
of occupancy.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department, Beaumont
Cherry Valley Water
District

Prior to issuance of
occupancy permits.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.8

For each phase of development, and to the
satisfaction of the City, the Project
proponent shall demonstrate that
appropriate sewage conveyance and
adequate treatment capacity are available
to meet Project-related demands. In
addition to required comprehensive
completion of major infrastructure
systems as provided for under Mitigation
Measure 4.10.1, all required sanitary
sewer infrastructure required to serve
each phase of development shall be in
place at the time of Final Map approval,
or shall be assured through the use of
bonds or other sureties to the City's
satisfaction. Demonstrated
sewage/wastewater treatment capacity
shall also be provided at the time of Final
Map approval.

Treatment plant
capacity to be
demonstrated prior to
Final Map approval;
documented
wastewater conveyance
and treatment capacity
to be provided prior to
approval of Final
Map(s) for each phase
of development.

Project Proponent.

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s) for each
phase of development.

Prior to Final Map approval, the Project
proponent shall provide documentation
that sufficient wastewater conveyance
and treatment capacities are available to
accommodate the subject phase of
development, plus existing development,
and other approved projects using the
same conveyance lines/treatment
facilities, and projects which have received
sewage treatment capacity
commitment(s).
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.8 (cont’d)
Onsite and offsite sewage conveyance
systems required to serve each phase of
development shall be in place prior to the
approval of Final Map(s), or their
financing shall be assured to the
satisfaction of the City, consistent with
the requirements of the Subdivision Map
Act.
Sewage conveyance systems within each
phase of development shall be in place and
connected to the City sewage disposal
system prior to the issuance of any
building permits. Model homes may be
exempted from this policy as determined
appropriate by the City, and subject to
approval by the City.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.9

For each phase of development, and to the
satisfaction of the City, County, and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), the Project proponent shall
demonstrate that appropriate stormwater
management and treatment facilities are
available to meet Project-related
requirements. All required stormwater
management systems and facilities
required to serve each phase of
development shall be in place at the time
of Final Map approval, or shall be assured
through the use of bonds or other sureties
to the City's satisfaction. Demonstrated
stormwater conveyance capacities and
treatment capabilities shall also be
provided at the time of Final Map
approval.

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s) for each
phase of development.

Project Proponent.

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department, RWQCB

Prior to approval of
Final Map(s) for each
phase of development.

Prior to Final Map approval, the Project
proponent shall provide documentation
that sufficient capacity is available to
accommodate the subject phase of
development, plus existing development,
and other approved projects using the
same stormwater management systems
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.9 (cont’d)
and/or treatment facilities, and projects
which have received stormwater
conveyance/treatment commitment(s).
Onsite and offsite stormwater
conveyance/treatment systems required to
serve each phase of development shall be
in place prior to the approval of Final
Map(s), or their financing shall be
assured to the satisfaction of the City,
consistent with the requirements of the
Subdivision Map Act. Stormwater
management/treatment systems within
each phase of development shall be in
place and connected to the area drainage
management system prior to the issuance
of any building permits. Model homes
may be exempted from this policy as
determined appropriate by the City, and
subject to approval by the City.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.10 New utility infrastructure systems
serving the Project, including but not
limited to: electricity, natural gas and
other services, shall avoid sensitive
resources, and be located so as to not be
visually intrusive, and, if possible, be
located within roadway rights-of-way or
existing utility easements.

Ongoing throughout
Project construction.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Public Works
Department

Prior to issuance of
occupancy permits for
each phase of
development.

4.10.11 To divert construction and demolition
waste from landfill disposal in order to
preserve landfill capacity, all Project
development will be required to provide
the following verification(s) to
demonstrate that every effort and means
was taken to reduce the amount of
material ultimately delivered to a landfill.
Materials can be taken directly to
recycling facilities, or arrangements can
be made through a franchise hauler and/or
construction clean-up service.

Provide waste diversion
plan prior to the
issuance of building
permits for each phase
of development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Provide evidence of
waste diversion prior to
issuance of occupancy
permits for each phase
of development.
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4.10 Utilities and Public Services (cont’d)
4.10.11 (cont’d)
• Prior to the issuance of each building
permit, a Waste Recycling Plan
(W RP) shall be submitted to the City’s
Planning Department for approval. At
a minimum, the WRP shall identify
the waste materials (e.g., concrete,
asphalt, wood) that will be generated
by construction and development
activities; the projected amounts; the
measures and/or methods that will be
taken to recycle, reuse, or otherwise
reduce solid waste; the facilities and/or
services that will be utilized; and the
planned rate of recycling or reduction.
•

Prior to the issuance of each certificate
of occupancy, evidence (e.g., receipts
or other verification) to demonstrate
Project compliance with the approved
WRP shall be presented by the Project
proponent to the Planning
Department.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics
4.11.1

Grading of the Project site shall conform
to the Phased Grading concept presented
in the Specific Plan document, or in lesser
Sub-phases as approved by the Lead
Agency. Except as otherwise approved by
the City Planning Department, each
Phase or Sub-phase of development shall
be substantially complete prior to
issuance of grading permits for the
subsequent Phase or Sub-phase of
development. Substantially complete is
defined as issuance of seventy-five percent
of building permits (seventy-five percent
of total units for residential areas;
seventy-five percent of gross square feet
for commercial areas) for the Phase or
Sub-phase in question.

Mitigation Monitoring
Page 4-36

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits for
each increment of
development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.2

Consistent with requirements of the
Chapter 17.65 of the City’s Municipal
Code, prior to issuance of grading permits
for each increment of development, the
Project proponent shall prepare and
submit a detailed Project Site Plan for
review and approval by the City. The
Project Site Plan shall be developed at
intensities not greater than those
presented in the adopted Legacy
Highlands Specific Plan, and shall
indicate the precise location and
configurations of proposed structures,
landscape areas, common and private
open spaces, roadways and other similar
supporting infrastructure, and all other
information as may be reasonably
required by the City.
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Prior to the issuance of
grading permits for
each increment of
development.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Prior to the issuance of
grading permits.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.3

Concurrent with site plan development
and review, the Project proponent shall
develop, and the City shall review and
approve, a Master Architectural Program
demonstrating compliance with
applicable key General Plan Principles,
and the Specific Plan’s Development
Standards and Regulations, and
Community Design Guidelines. For each
primary component of the Project, i.e.
single-family residential, Planned Unit
Development residential, and
commercial/light industrial uses, the
Master Architectural Program shall
present prototypical design of structures,
including building elevations, structural
setback requirements, building materials
and color pallette. To the satisfaction of
the City, each component of the Project
shall be designed to be mutually
compatible and complementary.
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Prior to the design and
submittal of
development plans.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to the approval of
development plans.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.4

Concurrent with site plan development
and review, the Project proponent shall
develop, and the City shall review and
approve, a graphic and narrative Master
Inventory of Significant Landforms and
Topographic Features within the Project
site. Based on this Inventory, the Project
Proponent shall develop a Master
Grading Program which demonstrates
that grading and development of the
subject site will not adversely affect
visually significant landforms or
otherwise substantially degrade the visual
character of the area. The Project
proponent shall consult with the City
Planning Department for further
guidance prior to developing the Master
Grading Program in order to ensure
incorporation of the latest available
grading standards and criteria. As a
minimum, the Master Grading Program
shall incorporate and evidence the
following criteria and standards:
•

Design of building sites shall be
sensitive to the natural terrain;

•

Views of significant features shall be
preserved;
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Prior to the design and
submittal of
development plans.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to the approval of
development plans.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.4 (cont’d)
• To the extent feasible, and unless
otherwise contra-indicated by
engineering or geotechnical
constraints, manufactured slopes
should be located uphill of, and be
screened by, structures or
landscaping;
•

Structures shall be designed and
oriented in a manner that minimizes
overall cut and fill requirements;

•

Location and orientation of buildings
shall evidence variation to avoid the
appearance of overbuilding;

•

Roofs, walls, and paving materials
shall evidence varied visual
characteristics;

•

Building designs and profiles shall
blend with natural terrain and
topographic features. Brightly colored
structures and roofs are expressly
prohibited.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.5

Concurrent with site plan development,

Prior to the design and

each developer shall prepare and submit

submittal of

site and development-specific pre-

development plans.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont

Prior to the approval of

Planning Department

development plans.

City of Beaumont
Planning Department

Prior to the approval of
development plans.

construction topographic maps,
indicating continuous ridgelines, high
points and other notable topographic
features within the site to be developed.
To the satisfaction of the City, subsequent
site plan concepts, as overlaid on these
topographic maps, shall indicate how
notable topographic features and views of
these features are protected and preserved.
4.11.6

Concurrent with site plan development
and review, the Project proponent shall
develop, and the City shall review and

Prior to the design and
submittal of
development plans.

Project Proponent

approve, a Master Landscape/Hardscape
Program for the Project area. The Project
proponent shall consult with the City
Planning Department for further
guidance prior to developing the Master
Landscape/Hardscape Program in order
to ensure incorporation of the latest
available standards and criteria.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.6 (cont’d)
The overall objective of Project-related
improvements shall be to provide
landscape and hardscape features in and
around the site that achieve visual
attributes acceptable to the City. To this
end, the Project shall establish landscape
and hardscape features and a plant
pallette compatible with the design
concepts implemented for existing
vicinity residential and commercial/light
industrial developments. At a minimum,
the Master Landscape/Hardscape
Program shall incorporate and evidence
the following standards and criteria:
•

Street trees shall be provided in select
areas as a general enhancement and as
a means to create a rural sense of
place.

•

Slopes shall integrate informal
clustered plantings of trees and shrubs
to provide varied visual presentation
and perception of slope planes.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

4.11 Aesthetics (cont’d)
4.11.6 (cont’d)
• Walls and fences shall be designed and
oriented so as to define areas and
provide screening/buffering without
being visually dominant. Landscape
treatments shall be provided along all
walls with public exposure. White
walls and fencing are expressly
prohibited.
4.11.7

To the satisfaction of the City of
Beaumont, the Project’s master planning
documents shall incorporate and reflect
substantive and defining entry/gateway
statements at key intersections and
locations. Such statements may be
expressed architecturally, through site
planning, signage, landscaping,
streetscaping, or a combination of these
design methods.
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Prior to the design and
submittal of
development plans.

Project Proponent
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development plans.
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Table 4-1
Legacy Highlands Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Potential Impact

M itigation Timing

Implementation
Entity

M onitoring/
Reporting Entity

Monitoring/
Reporting Frequency

Other Mitigation Pursuant to NOP Comments
HM-1

Consistent with established local, State
and federal protocols and performance
standards, any potentially hazardous
conditions affecting the subject site, as
identified through a comprehensive
Environmental Site Assessment Report,
will be remediated and/or removed
concurrent with other site preparation
activities. Further, any as yet unidentified
potential hazardous materials or
conditions that may be encountered
during site preparation will be removed
and disposed of consistent with applicable
local, State, and Federal regulations.
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Prior to the issuance of
the Project’s first
grading permit.

Project Proponent

City of Beaumont
Planning Department
and Building and
Safety Department

Prior to the approval of
grading permits.
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4.2

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING

4.2.1

Mitigation Monitoring and Responsibilities

As the Lead Agency, the City of Beaumont is responsible for ensuring full compliance with
the mitigation measures adopted for the Project. The City will monitor and report on all
mitigation and construction activities, and will require the Project proponent and its
contractors to implement this mitigation monitoring plan. Primary responsibility for
compliance with Project mitigation measures, and reporting the progress of that
compliance through the mitigation monitoring plan, resides with the Project proponent.
Any proposed significant modifications to the mitigation measures presented herein will
be reported immediately to the City of Beaumont and any affected agencies. Prior to their
implementation, the Project proponent will ensure that any proposed significant
modification of the mitigation measures or procedures identified within this mitigation
monitoring plan are first approved by the City and any affected responsible agencies.
If during the course of Project implementation, any of the mitigation measures identified
herein cannot be successfully implemented, the Project proponent will immediately inform
the City and any affected responsible agencies. The City in conjunction with any affected
responsible agencies will then determine if modification to the Project is required, and/or
whether alternative mitigation is appropriate.
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ATTACHMENT A
DISCUSSION OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the following discussion of greenhouse gas
emissions is provided. This discussion is incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR.
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (GHG), GHG AND CLIMATE CHANGE,
GHG HEALTH EFFECTS
Background
Parts of the Earth’s atmosphere act as an insulating layer, trapping sufficient solar
energy to keep the average global temperature within a suitable range. This
insulating layer is formed of atmospheric gases called greenhouse gases, or GHG,
based on the idea that the gases also trap heat like the glass walls of a greenhouse.
Many scientists believe that human activities, such as producing electricity and
driving vehicles, which have elevated the concentration of greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere, are causing the Earth’s temperatures to rise. Other scientist disagree
with this theory. Changes in the global climate (“global warming”) may lead to
changes in rainfall patterns, smaller polar ice caps, a rise in sea level, and a wide
range of resulting impacts on plants, wildlife and humans.
Greenhouse Gases
Greenhouse gases consist of water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Some greenhouse
gases such as carbon dioxide are emitted to the atmosphere through natural
processes as well as human activities. Other greenhouse gases (e.g., fluorinated
gases) are created and emitted solely through human activities.
Global Warming Potential
Global Warming Potentials (GWPs) are one type of simplified index based upon
radiative properties that can be used to estimate the potential future impacts of
emissions of different gases upon the climate system in a relative sense. GWP is
based on a number of factors, including the radiative efficiency (heat-absorbing
ability) of each gas relative to that of carbon dioxide, as well as the decay rate of
each gas (the amount removed from the atmosphere over a given number of years)
relative to that of carbon dioxide.
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The EPA defines GWP as the “cumulative radiative forcing effects of a gas over a
specified time horizon resu1ting from the emission of a unit mass of gas relative to
a reference gas,” the reference gas in this case being CO2 . One tetragram of carbon
dioxide equivalent (Tg CO2 Eq.) is essentially the emissions of the gas multiplied
by the GWP. One tetragram is equal to one million metric tons. A summary of the
atmospheric lifetime and GWP of selected gases is summarized at Table 4.8-a. As
shown in the Table, GWPs range from 1 to 23,900.

Table 4.8-a
Global Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes
Atm ospheric Lifetim e

Global Warming Potential

Gas

(years)

(100 year time horizon)

Carbon Dioxide

50 - 200

1

M ethane

12 (+/-3)

21

Nitrous Oxide

120

310

HFC-23

264

11,700

HFC-134a

14.6

1,300

HFC-152a

1.5

140

PFC: Tetrafluoromethane (CF 4)

50,000

6,500

PFC: Hexafluoroethane (C 2F 6)

10,000

9,200

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF 6)

3,200

23,900

Source: United States EPA, 2006.

Greenhouse Gas Inventory
Data compiled by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) indicates that in 2004, total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were
20,135 Tg CO2 Eq., excluding emissions/removals from land use, land use change,
and forestry. In 2004, the U.S. contributed the most GHG emissions (35 percent of
global emissions). In 2004, in the U.S., total GHG emissions were 7074.4 Tg CO2 Eq.,
which is an increase of 15.8 percent from 1990 emissions.
California is a substantial source of global greenhouse gases as it is the second
largest contributor in the U.S., and the sixteenth largest in the world. During 1990
to 2003, California's gross state product grew 83 percent while GHG emissions grew
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12 percent. While California has a high amount of GHG emissions, it has low
emissions per capita. In 2004, California produced 492 Tg CO2 Eq., which is
approximately seven percent of U.S. emissions. The major source of GHG in
California is transportation, contributing 41 percent of the state's total GHG
emissions. Electricity generation is the second largest generator, contributing 22
percent of the state's GHG emissions.
Emissions from fuel use in the commercial and residential sectors in California
decreased approximately 9.7 percent over the 1990-to-2004 period. The decrease
in greenhouse gases could demonstrate the effectiveness of energy conservation in
buildings (Title 24 requirements) and appliances. The decrease in greenhouse gases
attributed to these sources is even more substantial when the population increase
in California is considered. There is no known GHG emission data for the MDAB.
Greenhouse Gas Health Effects-General
The potential health effects from global climate change may be from temperature
increases, climate-sensitive diseases, extreme events, and air quality. There may
be direct temperature effects through increases in average temperature leading to
more extreme heat waves and less extreme cold spells. Those living in warmer
climates are likely to experience more stress and heat-related problems. Heatrelated problems include heat rash and heat stroke. In addition, climate-sensitive
diseases may increase, such as those spread by mosquitoes and other disease
carrying insects. Those diseases include malaria, dengue fever, yellow fever, and
encephalitis. Extreme events such as flooding and hurricanes can displace people
and agriculture, which would have negative consequences. Global warming may
also contribute to air quality problems from increased frequency of smog and
particulate air pollution.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Components and Health Effects
Water Vapor
Water vapor (H2 0) is the most abundant, important, and variable greenhouse gas
in the atmosphere. Water vapor is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere
it maintains a climate necessary for life. Changes in its concentration are primarily
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considered to be a result of climate feedbacks related to the warming of the
atmosphere rather than a direct result of industrialization. The feedback loop in
which water is involved is critically important to projecting future climate change.
As the temperature of the atmosphere rises, more water is evaporated from ground
storage (rivers, oceans, reservoirs, soil). Because the air is warmer, the relative
humidity can be higher (in essence, the air is able to ‘hold’ more water when it is
warmer), leading to more water vapor in the atmosphere. As a greenhouse gas, the
higher concentration of water vapor is then able to absorb more thermal indirect
energy radiated from the Earth, thus further warming the atmosphere. The warmer
atmosphere can then hold more water vapor and so on and so on. This is referred
to as a “positive feedback loop.” The extent to which this positive feedback loop
will continue is unknown as there are also dynamics that put the positive feedback
loop in check. As an example, when water vapor increases in the atmosphere, more
of it will eventually also condense into clouds, which are more able to reflect
incoming solar radiation (thus allowing less energy to reach the Earth's surface and
heat it up).
There are no health effects from water vapor itself; however, when some pollutants
come in contact with water vapor, they can dissolve and the water vapor can then
be a transport mechanism to enter the human body. The main source of water
vapor is evaporation from the oceans (approximately 85 percent). Other sources
include evaporation from other water bodies, sublimation (change from solid to
gas) from sea ice and snow, and transpiration from plant leaves.
Carbon Dioxide
Carbon dioxide (CO2 ) is an odorless, colorless natural greenhouse gas. Outdoor
levels of carbon dioxide are not high enough to result in negative health effects.
Carbon dioxide is emitted from natural and manmade sources. Natural sources
include the decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of bacteria, plants,
animals and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic outgassing.
Anthropogenic sources include the burning of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.
Carbon dioxide is removed from the air by photosynthesis, dissolution into ocean
water, transfer to soils and ice caps, and chemical weathering of carbonate rocks.
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Since the industrial revolution began in the mid-1700s, the human-caused activities
have increased in scale and distribution. Over the past 50 years, data has shown
that concentrations of carbon dioxide are increasing. Prior to the industrial
revolution, concentrations were fairly stable at 280 ppm. Today, they are around
370 ppm, an increase of over 30 percent. Left unchecked, the concentration of
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is projected to increase to a minimum of 540 ppm
by 2100 as a direct result of anthropogenic sources. Some predict that this will
result in an average global temperature rise of at least 2/ Celsius.
Methane
Methane (CH4 ) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its
atmospheric concentration is less than carbon dioxide and its lifetime in the
atmosphere is brief (10-12 years), compared to other greenhouse gases. No health
effects are known to occur from exposure to methane.
Methane has both natural and anthropogenic sources. It is released as part of the
biological processes in low oxygen environments, such as in swamplands or in rice
production (at the roots of the plants). Over the last 50 years, human activities such
as growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and mining coal have added to the
atmospheric concentration of methane. Other anthropocentric sources include
fossil-fuel combustion and biomass burning.
Nitrous Oxide
Description and Physical Properties: Nitrous oxide (N2 O), also known as laughing
gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas. Nitrous oxide can cause dizziness, euphoria, and
sometimes slight hallucinations.

In small doses, it is considered harmless.

However, in some cases, heavy and extended use can cause Olney’s Lesions (brain
damage).
Concentrations of nitrous oxide also began to rise at the beginning of the industrial
revolution. In 1998, the global concentration was 314 parts per billion (ppb).
Nitrous oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those
reactions which occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural
sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production,
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nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric
load. It is used as an aerosol spray propellant, i.e., in whipped cream bottles. It is
also used in potato chip bags to keep chips fresh. It is used in rocket engines and
in race cars. Nitrous oxide can be transported into the stratosphere, be deposited
on the earth's surface, and be converted to other compounds by chemical reaction.
Chlorofluorocarbons
Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are gases formed synthetically by replacing all
hydrogen atoms in methane or ethane (C2 H6) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms.
CFCs are nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble and chemically unreactive in the
troposphere (the level of air at the earth's surface). CFCs are no longer being used;
therefore, it is not likely that health effects would be experienced. Nonetheless, in
confined indoor locations, working with CFC-113 or other CFCs is thought to result
in death by cardiac arrhythmia (heart frequency too high or too low) or
asphyxiation.
CFCs have no natural source, but were first synthesized in 1928. They were used
for refrigerants, aerosol propellants and cleaning solvents. Due to the discovery
that they are able to destroy stratospheric ozone, a global effort to halt their
production was undertaken and was extremely successful, so much so that levels
of the major CFCs are now remaining steady or declining. However, their long
atmospheric lifetimes mean that some of the CFCs will remain in the atmosphere
for over 100 years.
Hydrofluorocarbons
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic, man-made chemicals that are used as a
substitute for CFCs. Out of all the greenhouse gases, they are one of three groups
with the highest global warming potential. The HFCs with the largest measured
atmospheric abundances are (in order), HFC-23 (CHF3 ), HFC-l34a (CF3 CH2 F), and
HFC-l52a (CH3 CHF2 ). Prior to 1990, the only significant emissions were of HFC-23.
HFC-134a emissions are increasing due to its use as a refrigerant. The U.S. EPA
estimates that concentrations of HFC-23 and HFC-134a are now about 10 parts per
trillion (ppt) each; and that concentrations of HFC-152a are about 1 ppt. No health
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effects are known to result from exposure to HFCs, which are manmade for
applications such as automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.
Perfluorocarbons
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down
though chemical processes in the lower atmosphere. High-energy ultraviolet rays,
which occur about 60 kilometers above Earth's surface, are able to destroy the
compounds. Because of this, PFCs have very long lifetimes, between 10,000 and
50,000 years.

Two common PFCs are tetrafluoromethane (CF4 ) and

hexafluoroethane (C2 F6 ). The U.S. EPA estimates that concentrations of CF4 in the
atmosphere are over 70 ppt.
No health effects are known to result from exposure to PFCs. The two main sources
of PFCs are primary aluminum production and semiconductor manufacture.
Sulfur Hexafluoride
Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6 ) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic,
nonflammable gas. It also has the highest GWP of any gas evaluated (23,900). The
U.S. EPA indicates that concentrations in the l990s were about 4 ppt. In high
concentrations in confined areas, the gas presents the hazard of suffocation because
it displaces the oxygen needed for breathing. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for
insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the
magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak
detection.
GHG Plans, Policies, and Initiatives
In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change to evaluate the impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that
nations could implement to curtail global climate change. In 1992, the United States
joined other countries around the world in signing the United Nations’ Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) agreement with the goal of controlling
greenhouse gas emissions. As a result, the Climate Change Action Plan was
developed to address the reduction of greenhouse gases in the United States. The
plan currently consists of more than 50 voluntary programs.
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Notwithstanding the current lack of U.S. EPA regulation of greenhouse gas
emissions, in 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires CARB, the state agency
charged with regulating statewide air quality, to adopt rules and regulations that
would achieve greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by
2020. Emission reductions shall include carbon sequestration projects and best
management practices that are technologically feasible and cost-effective. As
defined under AB 32, greenhouse gas emissions include the following: carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons (HCFs), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride.
California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley) enacted on July 22, 2002, required CARB to
develop and adopt regulations that reduce greenhouse gases emitted by passenger
vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations adopted by CARB will apply to 2009
and later model year vehicles. CARB estimates that the regulation will reduce
climate change emissions from California’s light duty passenger vehicle fleet by an
estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030.
It is noted here that neither the California Environmental Quality Act (California
PRC §§21000-21178), nor the CEQA Guidelines, nor any other judicial decision or
statute currently require an EIR to address a project's impact in regard to
greenhouse gases. Further, thresholds of significance in this regard have yet to be
adopted. Nonetheless, consistent with the public policy rationale underlying AB
32, the topic is addressed in the following analysis of the Project’s which evaluates
the Project’s consistency with the California Global Warming Solutions Act in the
context of an adopted air quality plan.

Potential Impact:

Consistency with Regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Specific thresholds of significance in regard to greenhouse gas emissions have yet
to be adopted. However, Executive Order S-3-05, issued by California Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger, provides the following emission reduction targets: reduce
GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
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2020, and reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. AB-32
requires that by January 1, 2008, CARB shall determine what the statewide
greenhouse gas emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide GHG
emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.
The California EPA prepared a Climate Action Team Report (CAT Report) that
“proposes a path to achieve the Governor’s targets that will build on voluntary
actions of California businesses, local government and community actions, and
State incentive and regulatory programs.” The report introduces strategies to
reduce California’s emissions to the levels proposed in Executive Order S-3-05.
CARB published its “Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in
California,” which describes recommendations or discrete early action measures
to reduce GHG emissions. The report is currently undergoing public review. The
measures included in the final report, which will become effective in 2010, will
become part of California’s strategy for achieving GHG reductions under AB 32.
While CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions under AB
32, the CAT Report contains strategies that can be taken by other California
agencies. The following Table 4.8-b contains a summary of strategies applicable to
the Project, along with an analysis of the Project’s consistency with each measure.
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Table 4.8-b
Project Consistency with CAT Report
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

California Air Resources Board
Vehicle Climate Change Standards
AB 1493 (Pavley) required the State to
develop and adopt regulations that achieve
the maximum feasible and cost-effective
reduction of climate change emissions
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty
trucks. Regulations were adopted by the
ARB in September 2004.

Consistent. The vehicles that access the Project
will be subject to the requirements of any
vehicle standards that CARB implements.

Other Light Duty Vehicle Technology
New Standards would be adopted to phase
in beginning in the 2017 model year.
Diesel Anti-Idling
In July 2004, the CARB adopted a measure to
limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle
idling.

Consistent. The Project’s commercial
operations will be subject to California Air
Resource Board's Airborne Toxic Control
M easure (ACTM ), limiting diesel-fueled
commercial motor vehicle idling (California
Code of Regulations, Division 3, Article 1,
Chapter 10, Section 2485). Under this
measure, which was approved by the
legislature in January 2005, State law requires
that the driver of any diesel-fueled
commercial vehicle of greater than 10,000
pounds "shall not idle the vehicle's primary
diesel engine for greater than 5.0 minutes at
any location," with specific exceptions
primarily related to the health or safety of the
driver.. Further, this EIR contains mitigation
to ensure that construction vehicle emissions
are also limited to the extent feasible.

Hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) Reduction
1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans; 2)
require that only low GW P refrigerants be
used in new vehicular systems; 3) adopt
specifications for new commercial
refrigeration; 4) add refrigerant
leak-tightness to the pass criteria for
vehicular Inspection and M aintenance
programs; and 5) enforce Federal ban on
releasing HFCs.

Consistent. This measure applies to consumer
products. W hen CARB adopts regulations for
these reduction measures, any products or
applications to which the regulations apply
will be mandated to comply with the
measures. The Project will comply with these
mandates as stipulated by CARB.

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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Table 4.8-b
Project Consistency with CAT Report
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs),
Off-Road Electrification
Strategies to reduce emissions from TRUs,
increase off-road electrification, and increase
use of shore-side port electrification.

Consistent. The Project’s commercial uses will
comply with existing CARB regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Article 8,
Section 2477) relevant to diesel-fueled TRUs.
This includes the provision of electrical
outlets at loading dock doors where
perishable goods are loaded and unloaded, as
well as the use of progressively cleaner diesel
engines for TRU applications, or the use of
alternative technologies including electric
standby or C0 2 units.

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction
M easures
Increased efficiency in the design of heavy
duty vehicles and an education program for
the heavy duty vehicle sector.

Consistent. Heavy-duty vehicles accessing the
Project area will be subject to the
requirements of any vehicle standards that
CARB implements.

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal
Achieving the State's 50 percent waste
diversion mandate as established by the
Integrated W aste Management Act of 1989
(AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of
1989), will reduce climate change emissions
associated with energy intensive material
extraction and production as well as methane
emission from landfills. A diversion rate of
48 percent has been achieved on a statewide
basis. Therefore, a two percent additional
reduction is needed.

Consistent. Consistent. As discussed within
DEIR Section 4.10, Utilities and Public
Services, compliance with the City's adopted
Source Reduction and Recycling Element
(SRRE) will ensure that the Statewide 50
percent reduction goals are met.

Zero W aste - High Recycling
Additional recycling beyond the State's 50
percent recycling goal.

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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Table 4.8-b
Project Consistency with CAT Report
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Department of W ater Resources
W ater Use Efficiency
Approximately 19 percent of all electricity,
30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million
gallons of diesel are used to convey, treat,
distribute and use water and wastewater.
Increasing the efficiency of water transport
and reducing water use would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

Consistent. As outlined in the Beaumont
Cherry Valley W ater District Plan of Services
for the Project, recycled water will be
supplied alongside potable water lines in
order to increase the efficiency of water
transport. Recycled water will be used for
landscaping purposes, in order to conserve
potable water supplies. Project facilities and
plumbing fixtures will meet or exceed Title 24
performance standards.

California Energy Commission (CEC)
Building Energy Efficiency Standards in
Place and in Progress
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the
CEC to adopt and periodically update its
building energy efficiency standards (that
apply to newly constructed buildings and
additions to and alterations to existing
buildings).
Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in
Place and in Progress
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the
Energy Commission to adopt and
periodically update its appliance energy
efficiency standards (that apply to devices
and equipment using energy that are sold or
offered for sale in California).

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Consistent. M itigation measure 4.8.4 requires
the Project developer(s) to implement
Southern California Edison's "W elcome
Home" program or an equivalent individual
Project-specific program to provide energy
saving components to all dwelling units,
including but not limited to built-in energy
efficient appliances, double glass pane
windows, energy-efficient air conditioners,
energy efficient lighting, low emission water
heaters and wall and attic insulation above
Title 24 standards.
In addition, to the extent feasible buildings
will be oriented along north-south axises,
ensuring maximum utilization of passive
solar heating.
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Table 4.8-b
Project Consistency with CAT Report
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Business Transportation and Housing
M easures to Improve Transportation
Energy Efficiency
Builds on current efforts to provide a
framework for expanded and new initiatives
including incentives, tools and information
that advance cleaner transportation and
reduce climate change emissions.

Consistent. The Project promotes fuel
conservation through design features which
support and accommodate alternative
transportation modes.

Smart Land Use and Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS)
Smart land use strategies encourage
jobs/housing proximity, promote
transit-oriented development, and encourage
high-density residential/ commercial
development along transit corridors.

Consistent. Collocation of commercial and
residential facilities under the Project will act
reduce vehicle miles traveled. Goods
movement and delivery is facilitated by
proximate access to major transportation
corridors (SR-60, I-10, SR-79). To the
satisfaction of the Lead Agency, final design
of the Project will accommodate transit
opportunities at appropriate locations.

ITS is the application of advanced
technology systems and management
strategies to improve operational efficiency
of transportation systems and movement of
people, goods and services. A
comprehensive 10-year strategic growth plan
is under development, with the intent of
developing ways to promote, through state
investments, incentives and technical
assistance, land use, and technology
strategies that provide for a prosperous
economy, social equity, and a quality
environment.

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155

Attachment A
Page A-13

© 2007 Applied Planning, Inc.

Table 4.8-b
Project Consistency with CAT Report
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Smart land use, demand management, ITS,
and value pricing are critical elements in this
plan for improving mobility and
transportation efficiency. Specific strategies
include: promoting jobs/housing proximity
and transit-oriented development;
encouraging high density
residential/commercial development along
transit/rail corridor; valuing and congestion
pricing; implementing intelligent
transportation systems, traveler
information/traffic control, incident
management; accelerating the development
of broadband infrastructure; and
comprehensive, integrated, multimodal/
intermodal transportation planning.
State and Consumer Services Agency
Green Buildings Initiative
Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA
2004), sets a goal of reducing energy use in
public and private buildings by 20 percent by
the year 2015, as compared with 2003 levels.
The Executive Order and related plan
identify actions that State agencies are to take
with State-owned and -leased buildings. The
order and plan also discuss various strategies
and incentives to encourage private building
owners and operators to achieve the 20
percent target.

Consistent. The Project will be designed and
constructed consistent with Title 24
requirements, and provide additional energy
conserving features, as required under EIR
M itigation M easure 4.8.4.

Source: California EPA, Climate Action Team (CAT) Report, 2006.

As supported by the preceding discussion, the Project is consistent with applicable
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Strategies included in the 2006 CAT Report,
and in this regard supports, and will not conflict with the California Global
Warming Solutions Act as an element of an adopted air quality plan.
Within the California Global Warming Solutions Act, monitoring and reporting of
current GHG emissions levels is recognized as a critical initial action, ensuring that

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
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subsequent decision-making, including development of emission reductions
strategies and regulations, is fact-based. Currently, reporting of GHG emissions is
realized through actions of the California Climate Action Registry (Registry). The
Registry is a non-profit public- private partnership that serves as a voluntary GHG
registry to protect, encourage, and promote early actions which reduce GHG
emissions.

Participants in the Registry voluntarily calculate and report

development and operation-specific GHG emissions levels. As a forward-looking
action, and to promote compliance with anticipated GHG reporting and regulatory
initiatives, the following Mitigation Measure is incorporated in the Project.
4.8.6 Within one calendar year of Project approval, the Project Applicant or other
responsible party designated by the Lead Agency, shall join the California Climate Action
Registry http://www.climateregistry.org/. The Project Applicant or designee shall calculate
and report estimated types and quantities of greenhouse gas emissions generated by the
Project consistent with the provisions of the California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol. Reporting shall continue for twelve months subsequent to completion
and occupancy of the Project’s final phase of development.

Legacy Highlands Specific Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2005031155
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Attachment B

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
DATE:

June 25, 2007

TO:

Riverside County Transportation Commission

FROM:

Shirley Medina, Program Manager

THROUGH:

Anne Mayer, Deputy Executive Director

SUBJECT:

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Program Quarterly Report

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
This item is for the Committee to:
1)
2)

Receive and file the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF)
Regional Arterial Program Quarterly Report; and
Forward to the Commission for final action.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
In 2004, the Commission approved 24 projects for the Western County TUMF
Regional Arterial Program and programmed funding for 23 projects totaling
$71.3 million. Project sponsors are required to enter into formal agreements with
the Commission for each individual project outlining the work to be performed by
phase and funding amount. To date, 21 agreements have been executed totaling
$51.169 million. One agreement is currently being processed and the last
remaining agreement is planned to be initiated in FY 2007/08. Attachment 1
illustrates the projects that are under agreement.
The table below identifies the amount of funding programmed per phase for those
projects with executed agreements:
Project Phase
PA&ED - Environmental
PS&E – Design
Right of Way
Construction
Total

Funding
$ 9.809 million
$ 10.055 million
$ 14.769 million
$ 16.536 million
$ 51.169 million

For FY 2006/07 total invoices received and paid to local agencies amounted to
$5.298 million.

Agenda Item 7A

Construction of the TUMF Regional Arterial Program projects is well underway with
the city of San Jacinto’s Ramona Expressway project, the first to go to
construction in February 2007. Estimated construction schedules are included in
Attachment 2.
Commission staff is actively monitoring the status of each project and will continue
to report on the progress of the TUMF Regional Arterial Program on a quarterly
basis.
Attachments:
1)
RCTC Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Regional Arterial Program
Progress Report – June 12, 2007
2)
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Regional Arterials Construction
Schedule

Agenda Item 7A

ATTACHMENT 1
TUMF REGIONAL ARTERIAL PROGRAM PROGRESS REPORT June 12, 2007
Projects Programmed 23
Agreements Signed 21
Ageements In Process 1

Agency

Project

Limits

Agreement
Number

Agreement
Date

Project
Number

Programmed
Amount

AGREEMENTS SIGNED 21
Corona
Green River Road

Dominguez Ranch Rd to SR 91

06-72-539

11/2/2005

5103

$4.242

Corona

Foothill Parkway

Lincoln to Green River

06-72-540

11/2/2005

5102

Corona
County of Riverside
County of Riverside
County of Riverside
County of Riverside

El Cerrito
Bundy Cyn/ Scott Rd
Eastern Bypass
Eastern Bypass
Schleisman Rd

Bedford Cyn Rd to I-15 N.B.
I-15 to I-1215
Auld Rd to I-15
I.C. @ I-15
I.C @ I-15

07-72-098
06-72-524
06-72-525
06-72-523
06-72-522

5/9/2007
12/13/2005
1/24/2006
1/24/2006
12/13/2005

5101
5109
5110
5111
5113

County of Riverside SR 79

Thompson to Domenigoni

06-72-521

3/14/2006

5114

County of Riverside Van Buren Blvd

Washington to Wood

06-72-047

7/3/2006

5116

County of Riverside Van Buren Blvd
Clay to 1200' S. of Santa Ana River
County of Riverside Reche Cyn/Reche Vista Heacock to S.B Co Line
Moreno Valley
Perris Blvd
Ramona Expressway to Cactus

06-72-070
07-72-068
06-72-040

5/7/2007
9/15/2006

5115
5107
5106

Moreno Valley

Perris Blvd

Ironwood to Manzanita

06-72-041

9/15/2006

5105

Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
San Jacinto

Van Buren Blvd
Van Buren Blvd
Van Buren Blvd
Ramona Expressway

I.C. @SR 91
Andrew to Garfield
Santa Ana River to Jackson
Sanderson to Wly City Limits

06-72-036
06-72-013
06-72-050
06-72-519

4/26/2006
5/4/2006
6/19/2006
10/12/2005

5108
5122
5125
5117

San Jacinto

Ramona Expressway

Seventh to Cedar

06-72-520

10/12/2005

5118

Temecula
Temecula

Western Bypass Align. I-15 to SR 79 South I.C.
SR 79 South
I.C @ I-15

06-72-542
06-72-506

1/11/2006
6/24/2005

5121
5120

Temecula

French Valley Pkwy

06-72-048

6/2/2006

5119

$2.000
$2.000
$0.120
$0.712
$3.000
$2.000
$0.750
$2.000
$1.000
$1.000
$0.275
$0.612
$4.860
$0.409
$0.389
$0.871
$0.134
$0.336
$2.000
$0.905
$0.845
$0.040
$0.160
$3.000
$0.200
$0.300
$0.900
$0.700
$0.100
$4.000
$7.000

I.C @ I-15

Total Signed Agreements

PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CONST
TOTAL

Agreement
Amount (2)

$0.200
$0.600
$3.442
$2.000
$2.000
$1.000
$0.712
$3.000
$2.000
$0.750
$2.000
$1.000
$1.000
$0.275
$0.688
$5.220
$0.409
$0.389
$0.871
$0.134
$0.336
$2.000
$2.329
$0.845
$0.040
$0.160
$3.700
$0.200
$0.300
$0.900
$0.700
$0.100
$4.352
$2.000
$5.517

Phase (1)

1
2
4
2
3
4
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
2
4
1
1
2
1
2
3
4
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
1
2
3
2
3

$9.809
$10.055
$14.769
$16.536
$51.169

AGREEMENTS IN PROCESS 1
County of Riverside

Potrero Blvd

San Timoteo Cyn Rd to Sr 79

5112
Total Agreements In Process

$2.000
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CONST
TOTAL

$2.000

2

$0.000
$2.000
$0.000
$2.000

AGREEMENTS TO BE STARTED 1
Lake Elsinore

Railroad Cyn Rd

I-15 to Canyon Hills Rd

5104

$0.300
$0.300

2

2302
3003
5123
5124

$6.650
$13.159
$25.000
$3.145
$47.954

1
1
3
4

Total Agreements To Be Started

RCTC PROJECTS
RCTC
RCTC
RCTC
RCTC

Mid County Parkway
SR 79 Realignment
MCP/SR79
Green River Rd

SR 79 to I-15
Gilman Springs to Domenigoni

Interchange @ SR 91
Total RCTC Projects
NOTES:
1.) Phases : Phase 1 ( PA&ED); Phase 2 (PS&E); Phase 3 (R/W); Phase 4 (Construction)
2..) Where the agreement amount is higher than programmed amount for Phases 1,2 or 3, it is
due to an update of the Nexus Study. Higher amounts for Phase 4 may also be due to inclusion of a
10% contingency identified in the Nexus Study but not not previously programmed.
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ATTACHMENT 2
TUMF REGIONAL ARTERIALS CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Project
Number

CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION
START
COMPLETE*
FISCAL YR.
5117
7/07
2007
5101
10/07
2007
5122
2/08
2007

Agency
San Jacinto
Corona
Riverside

Project
Ramona Expressway
El Cerrito
Van Buren Blvd

Limits
Sanderson to Wly City Limits
Bedford Cyn Rd to I-15 N.B.
Andrew to Garfield

Riverside
Corona
County of Riverside
County of Riverside
County of Riverside
Riverside
San Jacinto

Van Buren Blvd
Green River Road
SR 79
Van Buren Blvd
Van Buren Blvd
Van Buren Blvd
Ramona Expressway

I.C. @SR 91
Dominguez Ranch Rd to SR 91
Thompson to Domenigoni
Washington to Wood
Clay to 1200' S. of Santa Ana River
Santa Ana River to Jackson
Seventh to Cedar

5108
5103
5114
5116
5115
5125
5118

2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008

Corona
County of Riverside
Moreno Valley
Temecula

Foothill Parkway
Bundy Cyn/ Scott Rd
Perris Blvd
SR 79 South

Lincoln to Green River
I-15 to I-1215
Ironwood to Manzanita
I.C @ I-15

5102
5109
5105
5120

2009
2009
2009
2009

County of Riverside
Temecula
County of Riverside
Lake Elsinore

Eastern Bypass
French Valley Pkwy
Potrero Blvd
Railroad Cyn Rd

Auld Rd to I-15
I.C @ I-15
San Timoteo Cyn Rd to Sr 79
I-15 to Canyon Hills Rd

5110
5119
5112
5104

2010
2010
2010
2010

County of Riverside Schleisman Rd
Moreno Valley
Perris Blvd

I.C @ I-15
Ramona Expressway to Cactus

5113
5106

2011
2011

County of Riverside Eastern Bypass

I.C. @ I-15

5111

2012

5121
5107

TBD*
TBD*

Temecula
Western Bypass Align. I-15 to SR 79 South I.C.
County of Riverside Reche Cyn/Reche Vista Heacock to S.B Co Line

* TBD - Date cannot be determined until significant environmental impacts have been addressed.
** Completion dates are shown for projects currently under construction.
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Attachment C

Comments on the Environmental Checklist Form for
Tentative Tract No.31162, Negative Declaration No.03-ND-18
and Annexation No. 04-ANX-02

Prepared By:

Michael Hendrix
Environmental Consulting Services
18227 Ranchero Road
Hesperia, CA 92345
Tel: (760) 244-1568
Project Manager:
Michael Hendrix

July 2004

