Rincon Consultants, Inc.

7080 North Whitney Avenue, Suite 101
Fresno, California 93720
559-228-9925

February 15, 2024
Project No: 20-10096

Jose Fernandez, Associate Planner

City of Bakersfield

Planning Division

1715 Chester Avenue

Bakersfield, California 93301

Via email: Jfernandez@bakersfieldcity.us

Subject: CEQA Exemption Memorandum for the Zoning Code Classifications and Text Changes
Project
City of Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Dear Mr. Fernandez:

This memorandum provides an analysis to support the determination by the City of Bakersfield (the
lead agency) that the proposed City of Bakersfield Zoning Code text changes and changes to zoning
classifications (“rezones”) are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c)(2) and 15061(b)(3) (“general rule” or “common sense”) and of
Title 14, Article 18, 15620 of the California Code of Regulations (statutory). The proposed project falls
within the sphere of the general rule or common sense rule, that CEQA applies only to development
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, where it can be seen with
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the
environment, the project is not subject to CEQA.

Project Background

The proposed project includes text-only changes of the Bakersfield Zoning Code to promote the
development of housing in the city and to ensure consistency with State law. These text changes in
and of themselves would not result in growth or increased development in Bakersfield. Text changes
include:

o New Zoning purpose statements

e Reduced minimum parcel size for the Residential Suburban (R-S) Zone from 24,000 square feet
to 22,000 square feet. This zone would still allow for the accommodation of non-domesticated
animals.

e Removal of the Estate, One-Family Dwelling (E) Zone.
e Reducing overall setbacks to expand development flexibility for all residential zones.

o New Very-High Density Multi-Unit Dwelling Zone (R-5) and Urban Core (R-6) Zone development
standards.

o New tabular format for the land use and permit and development standards tables.
e Examination of permit requirements for the new Mixed-Use Zones

e Use of new terminology including:

e “Single-unit/multi-unit” instead of “single-family/multi-family”
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e “Community Care Facility” instead of “Residential Care Facility”
o “Places of Assembly” instead of “Churches”

e Added definitions for “Public and Quasi-Public Uses,” “Low-Barrier Navigation Center,” “New
Mixed-Use,” “Mixed-Use, Horizontal,” and “Mixed-Use, Vertical.”

e Inclusion of Multi-Unit Objective Design Standards which are focused on-site development and
orientation with some structure requirements.

The project also includes a change in zone classifications on approximately 1,826 acres in various
properties throughout the City to address evolving community needs, enhancing housing options, and
providing compatibility with the City's long-term development goals in support of the Bakersfield
General Plan comprehensive update; specifically, the Housing Element. These rezones would be
consistent with the growth projections and buildout assumptions of the Bakersfield General Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Exemption Analysis

In order to determine if the proposed project is exempt, we reviewed potential CEQA exemptions that
may apply to the proposed project. The following analysis reviews if the proposed project can be
considered categorically exempt.

Categorical Exemption

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15354, “Categorical Exemption” means an exemption from
CEQA for a class of projects based on a finding by the Secretary for Resources that the class of projects
does not have a significant effect on the environment.

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15300.2(a) through (f) list specific exceptions for which a CE may not be
used. These exceptions are as follows:

a. Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be
located - a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a
particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply
in all instances, except where the project may impact an environmental resource of hazardous or
critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by
federal, state, or local agencies.

The proposed project involves text changes to the Zoning Code and rezones for consistency with State
law and does not in and of itself include any proposed development. As such, the proposed project
would not impact an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern. Therefore, the proposed
project does not trigger these exemption exceptions.

b. Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact
of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

The proposed project involves text changes to the Zoning Code and rezones for consistency with State
law and does not in and of itself include any proposed development. Because the proposed project
does not involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be
compatible with growth envisioned by the Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would not
resultin impacts that are cumulatively considerable. In addition, through the City’s development review
process, future development projects would be evaluated for potential cumulative impacts and for
consistency with all applicable policies of the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and City Code.
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Through this development review process, potential cumulative impacts to various natural and human-
made resources would be evaluated. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
contribute to significant cumulative impacts, the proposed project does not trigger these exemption
exceptions.

c. Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances.

Due to the absence of unusual circumstances related to the project or on the project site, the project
would not have a reasonable possibility for a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances and this exception does not apply.

d. Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in
damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway.
This does not apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative
declaration or certified EIR.

According to the California Department of Transportation (2023), there are no state designated scenic
highway sections within or near the City of Bakersfield. The nearest designated Scenic Highway is
Route 190 near Lone Pine, approximately 160 miles northeast of the project site. The nearest eligible
scenic highway is Route 58 located near Mojave, approximately 59 miles east of the project site. The
proposed project does not trigger these exemption exceptions.

e. Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site
which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

The proposed project involves text changes to the Zoning Code and rezones for consistency with State
law and does not in and of itself include any proposed development. The proposed project does not
propose specific development projects, but facilitates residential development in the city. Because
specific projects are not known at this time, the City cannot assess the specific impacts of development
in qualitative terms. All housing development proposals will be subject to the State and local
regulations regarding the treatment of hazardous materials, and project-specific environmental
review. Furthermore, proposals are subject to development standards and conditions of approval as
part of the permitting process, including environmental review. The proposed project does not trigger
this exemption.

f. Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

The proposed project involves text changes to the Zoning Code and rezones for consistency with State
law and does not in and of itself include any proposed development. The proposed project does not
propose specific development projects, but facilitates residential development in the city. Because
specific projects are not known at this time, the City cannot assess the specific impacts of development
in qualitative terms. All housing development proposals will be subject to the policies listed in the
Bakersfield General Plan, and project-specific environmental review. Furthermore, proposals are
subject to development standards and conditions of approval as part of the permitting process,
including environmental review. The proposed project does not trigger this exemption.
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Common Sense Applicability

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), also known as the “general rule” or “common
sense” exemption, CEQA exempts activities that can be seen with certainty to have no possibility for
causing a significant effect on the environment. The CEQA Guidelines state in that section that “A
project is exempt from CEQA if... [T]he activity is covered by common sense that CEQA applies only to
projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect
on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.”

Whether a particular activity qualifies for the common sense exemption is a question of fact that is
supported by substantial evidence submitted in connection with the project. (CREED-21 v. City of San
Diego (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 488, 510). The analysis must identify reasonably foreseeable physical
changes and consider any environmental impacts that may result from those changes. (Wal-Mart
Stores, Inc. v. City of Turlock (2006) 138 Cal.App.4th 273, 291; Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County
Airport Land Use Com. (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 386).

The proposed project involves adoption text changes to the Zoning Code and rezones for consistency
with State law and does not in and of itself include any proposed development. The proposed project
does not propose or approve any physical development. The proposed project is analyzed in the
attached Initial Study and is not anticipated to result in any new changes to the physical environment.

The proposed project will not result in changes to the physical environment, nor will it result in potential
environmental impacts. Furthermore, to ensure adequate factual support for the common sense
exemption, an Initial Study has been completed analyzing each area of potential impact. The Initial
Study determined that there would be no environmental impacts that would result from approval of
the proposed project. As such, as shown in Attachment 1, Initial Study, the proposed project meets
the criteria for the common sense exemption as identified above.

Determination

Based on this analysis documented in this memorandum, the proposed Zoning Code text changes and
rezones meet the criteria for a common sense exemption pursuant to Sections 15061(b)(3) of the
CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, exceptions to the applicability of a CE, as specified in section
15300.2(a) through (f) of the CEQA Guidelines, do not apply to the project. Therefore, it is concluded
that the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to the common sense exemption CEQA Guidelines
Section 15061(b)(3)

Sincerely,
Rincon Consultants, Inc.

AL

Kimiko Lizardi, Principal Matt Maddox, Principal

Project Manager CEQA Technical Lead
760-918-9444 916-706-1374
klizardi@rinconconsultants.com mmaddox@rinconconsultants.com
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Attachments

Attachment 1 Initial Study - Common Sense Exemption
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AB
AQMP
BFD

BFE
BMC
BMPs
CAAQS
CAL FIRE
CalRecycle
Caltrans
CARB
CBC
CCAP
CEC
CEQA
CFGC
CH,4
CNEL
CO;
CO2e
CRHR
CVRWQCB
CWA
CWS
DOC
DOF
DTSC
DWR
EPA
EOP
FEMA

Assembly Bill

Air Quality Management Plan
Bakersfield Fire Department
Base Flood Elevations
Bakersfield Municipal Code
Best Management Practices

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery

California Department of Transportation
California Air Resources Board

California Building Code

Climate Change Action Plan

California Energy Commission

California Environmental Quality Act
California Fish and Game Code

Methane

Community Noise Equivalent Level
Carbon Dioxide

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

California Register of Historical Resources
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Clean Water Act

California Water Service

California Department of Conservation
Department of Finance

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Department of Water Resources

US Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency Operations Plan

Federal Emergency Management Agency
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FTA
GET
GHG
GWh
GSP
GWP
HFCs
HMP
IPCC
KernCOG
KRGSA
LRA
MRP
NAAQS
NAHC
NPDES
NRHP
N.O
PRC
PFCs
PG&E
PPV
RMS
ROG
RTP

SB

SFs
SFHA
SJVAB
SJVAPCD
SMARA
SRA

Federal Transit Authority

Golden Empire Transit

Greenhouse Gas

Gigawatt Hours

Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Global Warming Potential
Hydrofluorocarbons

Hazard Mitigation Plan

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Kern Council of Governments

Kern River Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Local Responsibility Area

Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Register of Historic Places

Nitrous Oxides

Public Resources Code

Perfluorocarbons

Pacific Gas and Electric

Peak Particle Velocity

Root Mean Square

Reactive Organic Gases

Regional Transportation Plan

Senate Bill

Sulfur Hexafluoride

Special Flood Hazard Areas

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

State Responsibility Area




SWPPP
SWRCB
USFWS
UWMP
VFHSZ
VMT

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
State Water Resources Control Board
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Urban Water Management Plan

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Acronyms and Abbreviations
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Initial Study

1. ProjectTitle

City of Bakersfield Zoning Code Classifications and Text Changes Project

2. Lead Agency/Project Sponsor Name and Address

City of Bakersfield

1715 Chester Avenue
Bakersfield, California 93301
661-326-3733

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Jose Fernandez, Associate Planner, 661-326-3778

4. Project Location and Existing Setting

The study area includes the entire City of Bakersfield (hereinafter referred to as “City” or
“Bakersfield”). Bakersfield is located in the southern region of the Central Valley and encompasses
approximately 151 square miles.

The regional location of Bakersfield is shown in Figure 1 and the city limits are show in Figure 2.

Existing Setting

Bakersfield includes primarily single-family residential uses (approximately 72 percent of
Bakersfield) with the remainder occupied by schools, civic buildings, religious institutions, parks and
open space, industrial, and commercial uses. Bakersfield contains 61 public parks and other
landscaped areas with wooded paths, tennis courts, pickleball courts, sports facilities, children’s
playgrounds, and picnic facilities. Bakersfield is largely developed and is within a landlocked setting
which has influenced its historic development patterns and affects its potential for new housing and
employment.

The housing stock of Bakersfield in 2023 was made up of 99,444 (72.4 percent) single-family
detached homes, 3,541 (2.6 percent) single-family attached homes, 14,709 (10.7 percent)
multifamily homes with 2 to 4 units, 16,895 (12.3 percent) multifamily homes with 5 or more units,
and 2,738 mobile homes (1.9 percent) (DOF 2023).

The Center of the City is mostly urbanized while the peripheral areas surrounding the center include
agricultural and open space areas.

Initial Study — Common Sense Exemption 1
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Figure 2 City of Bakersfield Location
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Description of Zoning Code Text Changes

The proposed project includes text-only changes of the Bakersfield Zoning Code to promote the
development of housing in the city and to ensure consistency with State law. These text changes in
and of themselves would not result in growth or increased development in Bakersfield. Text changes
include:

= New Zoning purpose statements

= Reduced minimum parcel size for the Residential Suburban (R-S) Zone from 24,000 square feet
to 22,000 square feet. This zone would still allow for the accommodation of non-domesticated
animals.

= Removal of the Estate, One-Family Dwelling (E) Zone.
= Reducing overall setbacks to expand development flexibility for all residential zones.

= New Very-High Density Multi-Unit Dwelling Zone (R-5) and Urban Core (R-6) Zone development
standards.

= New tabular format for the land use and permit and development standards tables.
= Examination of permit requirements for the new Mixed-Use Zones
= Use of new terminology including:

@ “Single-unit/multi-unit” instead of “single-family/multi-family”

@ “Community Care Facility” instead of “Residential Care Facility”

o “Places of Assembly” instead of “Churches”

= Added definitions for “Public and Quasi-Public Uses,” “Low-Barrier Navigation Center,” “New
Mixed-Use,” “Mixed-Use, Horizontal,” and “Mixed-Use, Vertical.”

® Inclusion of Multi-Unit Objective Design Standards which are focused on-site development and
orientation with some structure requirements.

Description of Zoning Classification Changes

The City of Bakersfield is also proposing a change in zone classification (“rezones”) for the following
existing zones: A (Agriculture), E (Estate), E-1A (Estate One Family Dwelling — 1 acre minimum), R-S
(Residential Suburban), R-S-10A (Residential Suburban — 10 acre minimum), R-S-5A (Residential
Suburban — 5 acre minimum), R-1 (One Family Dwelling), R-1-4.5 (One Family Dwelling 4,500 sf
minimum lot size), R-1 CH (One Family Dwelling-Church Overlay), R-1-CH-HD (One Family Dwelling-
Church and Hillside Development Overlay), R-1-HD (One Family Dwelling - Hillside Development
Overlay), R-2 (Limited Multiple Family Dwelling), R-2/PUD (Limited Multiple Family
Dwelling/Planned Unit Development), R-3 (Multiple Family Dwelling), PCD (Planned Commercial
Development), C-O (Professional and Administrative Office), C-O/PCD (Professional and
Administrative Office/Planned Commercial Development), C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial), C-2
(Regional Commercial), C-2/PCD (Regional Commercial/Planned Commercial Development), M-1
(Light Manufacturing), M-2 (General Manufacturing), and P (Automobile Parking) to the following
proposed zones: MX-1 (Mixed-Use Neighborhood), MX-2 (Mixed-Use Transit), R-2 (Small Lot Single-
Unit Dwelling), R-3 (Medium Density Multi-unit Dwelling), R-4 (High-Density Multi-Unit Dwelling), R-
4-HD (High-Density Multi-Unit Dwelling — Hillside Development Overlay), and R-5 (Very-High Density
Multi-Unit Dwelling) on approximately 1,826 acres in various properties throughout the City. This
proposal is to address evolving community needs, enhancing housing options, and providing
compatibility with the City's long-term development goals in support of the Bakersfield General Plan
comprehensive update, specifically the Housing Element.
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The Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan EIR (2002, State Clearinghouse Number 1989070302)
anticipated a buildout of approximately 520,500 people in Bakersfield. According to the California
Department of Finance (DOF 2023), Bakersfield has an average of 3.06 persons per household and
an existing population of 408,373. The proposed rezones would result in an addition of up to 15,625
dwelling units in Bakersfield. Therefore, the proposed rezones could result in an increase of up to
47,813 residents in Bakersfield which could increase Bakersfield’s total population to 456,186
individuals. Since the growth under the current Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan and Zoning
Code is not producing the increase of housing units and associated population that was anticipated
in the General Plan EIR and therefore would not reach the projected growth, it is reasonable to
assume that the proposed rezoning program, which may result in an increase of approximately
15,625 residential units (or approximately 47,813 people), would not exceed the buildout
projections considered as part of the EIR. Rather, the rezone program is intended assist the City in
achieving the vision of the existing General Plan and provide the necessary housing units to
accommodate the anticipated growth. It is not anticipated that the rezone program would result in
a substantial increase in environmental impacts or create new impacts not previously identified as
part of the General Plan EIR. This increase is well within growth projections included in the
Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan EIR which assumed a population of approximately 520,500
individuals at buildout of the General Plan (City of Bakersfield 2002a) and is intended to help
accommodate the growth in Bakersfield that was envisioned by the General Plan when adopted.

5. Required Approvals

With recommendations from the Planning Commission, the City Council would need to take the
following future discretionary actions:

= Approval of Zoning Code text changes

=  Approval of the Zoning Code classification changes

Discretionary approval from other agencies is not required.

6. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1¢

On June 22, 2023, the City of Bakersfield contacted California Native American Tribal governments
by sending an Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18 notification letter via email to tribes with
an affiliation with the project area based on a list provided by the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). Under AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days to respond and request
further project information and request formal consultation. Under SB 18, Native American tribes
have 90 days to respond to request consultation. The City did not receive a request for formal
consultation under AB 52 or SB 18. Therefore, no California Native American Tribes traditionally or
culturally affiliated with the project area have requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1.

Initial Study — Common Sense Exemption 5
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics

O Biological Resources

| Geology/Soils

| Hydrology/Water Quality
O Noise

O Recreation

O Utilities/Service Systems
Determination

O

O

o 0O o 0O

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Cultural Resources

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation

Wildfire

O

O

o 0O o 0O

Air Quality

Energy

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources

Mandatory Findings
of Significance

Based on this initial evaluation, | find that the proposed project will not result in a physical change
to the environment that would have a significant effect on the environment and is therefore subject
to the common sense exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3)).

Signature

Printed Name

Date

Title

Initial Study — Common Sense Exemption
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Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthefics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have asubstantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista? O O O [ |
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within

a state scenic highway? O O O [ |
c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially

degrade the existing visual character or

quality of public views of the site and its

surroundings? (Public views are those that

are experienced from a publicly accessible

vantage point). If the project is in an

urbanized area, would the project conflict

with applicable zoning and other

regulations governing scenic quality? O O O [ |
d. Create a new source of substantial light or

glare that would adversely affect daytime

or nighttime views in the area? O O O [ |

Environmental Setting

Scenic views generally refer to visual access to, or the visibility of, a particular natural or man-made
visual resource from a given vantage point or corridor. Focal views focus on a particular object,
scene, setting, or feature of visual interest. Panoramic views, or vistas, provide visual access to a
large geographic area, for which the field of view can be wide and extend into the distance.
Panoramic views are usually associated with vantage points looking out over urban or natural areas
that provide a geographic orientation and view not commonly available. Examples of panoramic
views might include an urban skyline, a valley, a mountain range, the ocean, or other water bodies.

According to the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, Bakersfield has various viewsheds and
visual resources concentrated along the northern border of the city (City of Bakersfield 2002b).
Specifically, Northeast Bakersfield provides scenic hillside views of Bakersfield, the Kern River, and
oilfields (City of Bakersfield 2022). Additionally, according to the Kern River plan, the Kern River,
which flows through the middle of Bakersfield, is a valuable visual resource in the area (Kern County
1985). There are no designated or eligible State scenic highways in the City (Caltrans 2023).

Initial Study — Common Sense Exemption 9
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The topography of Bakersfield is generally flat and mostly developed with urban structures and
infrastructure. Vegetation is mostly composed of urban landscaping, including nonnative, cultivated
trees, shrubs, and grasses. Because of the relatively flat topography and low-lying structures, views
of the Sierra Nevada foothills north of the city, Wheeler Ridge in the south, and the Tehachapi
foothills in the east can be viewed from many parts of the city, particularly from streets and
corridors oriented east-west and north-south. However, atmospheric conditions such as smog or
haze, agricultural dust, and dense morning winter fog, sometimes limit long-range visibility to the
hills and ridges.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

An adverse effect would occur if a proposed plan would block or otherwise damage a scenic vista
upon implementation. Generally, the varying topography and development throughout Bakersfield
blocks surrounding views.

Because the proposed project involves Zoning Code text changes and rezones that do not involve or
approve physical development (e.g., construction of housing or infrastructure) and because these
changes are designed to be compatible with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan, it would not result in impacts to scenic vistas. Further, future development requiring
discretionary approval accommodated under the proposed project would undergo project-specific
development review, including design review pursuant to Bakersfield Municipal Code (BMC)
Chapter 17.08 which governs site plan review and includes standards such as building height which
would minimize impacts to scenic vistas. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

There are no designated scenic highways or scenic corridors in the city. In addition, because the
proposed project does not involve or approve physical development and because these changes are
designed to be compatible with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, it
would not result in impacts to scenic highways or corridors. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

Bakersfield can be categorized as an urban area as it is largely built out with a mix of residential
neighborhoods, commercial areas and corridors, and industrial areas, and has a population of more
than 100,000 residents (CEQA Statute Section 21071). The proposed project does not include
specific projects but puts forth Zoning Code changes and rezones which would encourage new
housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be consistent with recently enacted State
requirements. Because the proposed project does not involve or approve physical development and
because these changes are designed to be compatible with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan




Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would not, in and of itself, conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Further, future development requiring
discretionary approval accommodated under the proposed project would undergo project-specific
developmental review to assess consistency with applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality. Development proposals would be subject to the City’s Zoning Ordinance and adopted
development guidelines in addition to the city’s Hillside Development Ordinance (Chapter 17.66 of
the BMC). This ordinance protects visual resources concentrated along the city’s northern border.
There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?

Bakersfield is an urbanized city with commensurate level of light and glare. Future development in
Bakersfield would, in large part, occur as infill on already developed parcels or on vacant or
underutilized sites within existing neighborhoods. New lighting could occur on buildings for safety
and in pedestrian walkways, and light could be emitted from interior sources through windows on
upper stories of tall buildings. The main source of glare would likely be from the sun shining on
reflective or light-colored building materials and glazing.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts to light and glare. In addition, future development would be reviewed for
consistency with regulations related to light and glare contained in the Chapter 17.71 of the BMC
which regulates outdoor lighting and indoor lighting if it is determined by the planning director that
the indoor lighting causes a nuisance to neighboring properties. Therefore, there would be no
impacts related to light and glare.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

2  Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,

or Farmland of Statewide Importance

(Farmland), as shown on maps prepared

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and

Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? O O O |
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural

use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 12220(g));

timberland (as defined by Public Resources

Code Section 4526); or timberland zoned

Timberland Production (as defined by

Government Code Section 51104(g))? O O O [ |
d. Result in the loss of forest land or

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? O O O [ |
e. Involve other changes in the existing

environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of

Farmland to non-agricultural use or

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? O O O [ |

Environmental Setting

Bakersfield contains approximately 81,694 acres of land with a general plan land use designation for
agricultural uses (City of Bakersfield 2022). There are 32,334 acres zoned for agricultural uses within
Bakersfield. The city also contains an estimated 16,953 acres of land with a general plan designation
for open space (City of Bakersfield 2022). As shown in Figure 3, a majority of land in Bakersfield is
urban and built-up land. This land is concentrated in the center of the city with areas of prime
farmland, unique farmland, and grazing land concentrated along the edges of the city limits (DOC
2022). There is no land under a Williamson Contract within Bakersfield.
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Figure 3 Agricultural Land in Bakersfield

[ sakersfield City Limits
Agricultural Land

- Farmland of
- Statewide Importance

Prime Farmland

Unigque Farmland

Grazing Land

Confined Animal
Agriculture

- Nonagricultural or
© Natural Vegetation

Vacant or Disturbed
Land
Rural Residential Land

Semi-agricultural and
Rural Commercial
Land

Urban and Built-Up
Land

Water Area
0 2 4 N
L L ]
: " Miles
Imagery provided by Microsoft Bing and its licensors © 2023, ) - Hausing
California Department of Conservition (DOC) 2022 Fig X Agricy

14



Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. There is active farmland on the edges of the
city limits, however future development would be required to comply with policies included in the
Conservation/Soils and Agriculture Element of the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan including
Policy 2,3, and 14 which requires the protection of agricultural land and extensive review of projects
proposing to urbanize agricultural land to determine how commercial agriculture will continue on
site and the appropriateness of the proposal considering features such as soil type and surrounding
uses (City of Bakersfield 2002b). While some land currently zoned for agriculture is proposed to be
rezoned for residential uses, as described in Section 2, Project Description, impacts associated with
this change would be consistent with impacts previously evaluated and discussed in Section 4.7,
Soils and Agriculture, of the General Plan EIR. As discussed therein, impacts related to land zoned
for agriculture would be potentially significant (City of Bakersfield 2002a). Because the proposed
rezones are within the buildout projects of the General Plan EIR, there would be no new impacts
beyond what has already been anticipated and accounted for in the Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan and EIR. Additionally, future development that would require discretionary approval
would be required to undergo a project specific CEQA process to determine the specific impacts of
that project. Therefore, the proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), or conflict with existing zoning and existing
Williamson Act contracts, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

c.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526); or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

“Forest land” is defined in PRC Section 12220(g) pursuant to the California Forest Legacy Program
Act of 2007 as land that can support 10 percent or more native tree cover of any species, including
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest
resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and
other public benefits.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. The City’s zoning map indicates that there are
no areas within Bakersfield zoned for forestry, timberland, or timberland production (City of
Bakersfield 2022). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or
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cause rezoning of, forest land, or timberland zoned Timberland Production, and no impact would
occur.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth goals and policies to
encourage new housing development in Bakersfield. Further, there is no land in Bakersfield
designated as forest land, or timberland zoned as Timberland Production (City of Bakersfield 2022).
Additionally, as discussed above, because the proposed project does not involve specific
development and because these changes are designed to be compatible with growth envisioned by
the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would not result in conversion of
farmland beyond what has already been anticipated and accounted for in the Metropolitan
Bakersfield General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in other changes in the
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT




Environmental Checklist

Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O O |
b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard? O O O [ |
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O O [ |
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? O O O [ |

Environmental Setting

Bakersfield is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The SIVAB extends to eight
counties in the San Joaquin Valley Area. The SJIVAB is under the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley
Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD) The SIVACPD is responsible for development of the regional
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a comprehensive program for compliance with
federal and State air quality planning requirements including California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The most recently
adopted AQMP is the 2018 PM, s Plan for the San Joaquin Valley and the 2022 Ozone Plan for the
San Joaquin Valley.

The SJVAB is in non-attainment for the federal standards for ozone and PM; s and the State
standards for ozone and PM;s (SJVAB 2012). The SIVAB is in non-attainment for the state standards
for ozone, PM 10, and PM ;5. The SIVAB is designated unclassifiable or in attainment for all other
federal and State standards. This analysis conforms to the methodologies recommended in the
SIVAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2002).

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The proposed project, in and of itself, does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code
changes and rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning
Code to be consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does
not involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be
compatible with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed
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project would not result in impacts to air quality. In addition, Policy 1 in the Conservation/ Air
Quality Element of the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan requires compliance with SJVACPD
control measures for reactive organic gases (ROGs). Policy 2 encourages land use and land use
practices that do not contribute significantly to air quality degradation. Policy 3 requires dust
abatement measures during grading and construction operations. And Policy 4 requires the City to
consider air quality impacts when reviewing discretionary permits for land use proposals. These
policies would be applicable to future development. These policies would reduce fugitive dust
emissions and ROGs. Future development would also be required to comply with air quality plans
such as 2018 PM ;5 for the San Joaquin Valley and the 2022 Ozone Plan for the San Joaquin Valley
which include regulations set by the SJVACPD and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to
reach attainment for Pm ;s and Ozone in the San Joaquin Valley. Future development requiring
discretionary approval accommodated under the proposed project would undergo project-specific
developmental review to address potential project level impacts related to air quality. There are no
impacts associated with the proposed project.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements.

In addition, future development requiring discretionary approval accommodated under the
proposed project would undergo project-specific developmental review to address potential
impacts. Short-term air quality impacts resulting from construction of future development in
Bakersfield, such as dust generated by clearing and grading activities, exhaust emissions from gas-
and diesel-powered construction equipment, and vehicular emissions associated with the
commuting of construction workers will be subject to SJVACPD rules and protocols. Similarly,
operational impacts associated with future development in Bakersfield would be addressed by
provisions in the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan and other regulations and standards that
govern air quality in Bakersfield. Impacts identified for an individual project would be addressed
through the project approval process specific to concerns for that project.

Therefore, the adoption of the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. There are no impacts associated with the proposed project.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depends on a number of factors, including
the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the
sensitivity of the receiving location, each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Although
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Air Quality

offensive odors seldom cause physical harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the
public and generate citizen complaints.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts related to odors or other potential emissions. In addition, SJVACPD’s 2002
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines land uses associated with odor complaints as wastewater treatment
plants, landfills, confined animal facilities, composting stations, food manufacturing plants,
refineries, and chemical plants. The Zoning Code text changes and rezones are to encourage
residential development and would not facilitate or allow additional industrial or manufacturing
beyond what is already allowed under the Zoning Code. Therefore, the proposed project would not
create new major sources of odor and would not create objectionable odors to surrounding
sensitive land uses. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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4 Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? O O O [ ]

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? O O O [ ]

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? O O O [ |

d. Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? O O O [ |

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance? O O O |

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? O O O [ |
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Environmental Setting

Although Bakersfield is highly urbanized, the city still contains many natural open spaces and
distinct ecological communities. Bakersfield includes several designated habitats such as non-native
grassland, valley sink scrub, Sierra-Tehachapi saltbrush scrub, valley saltbush scrub, great valley
mesquite scrub, and southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest (City of Bakersfield 2022).

“Endangered” species are those considered in imminent danger of extinction due their limited
numbers. “Threatened” species refers to those likely to become endangered within the foreseeable
future, primarily on a local scale. “Sensitive” species are those that are naturally rare or have been
locally depleted or put at risk by human activities. Bakersfield has occurrences of the following
special-status species: San Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, tipton kangaroo rat, San
Joaquin (Nelson’s) antelope squirrel, Bakersfield cactus, Tulare psudobahia, California jewelflower,
striped adobe lily, and Bakersfield saltbrush (City of Bakersfield 2022).

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), there is no critical habitat for special-status
species within Bakersfield (USFWS 2023).

The Kern River flows through Bakersfield and there are several creeks throughout the city. The Kern
River provides habitat for various wildlife. The Kern River Parkway Plan and the Kern River Plan
Element includes policies to protect sensitive habitats in and around the Kern River.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b.  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or requlations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The special status species that may occur within Bakersfield are discussed in the setting section
above. There are several wetlands and areas of riparian habitat along the Kern River in Bakersfield.
There are no wildlife movement corridors within Bakersfield.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but puts forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts to biological resources.
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In addition, future development requiring discretionary approval accommodated under the
proposed project would undergo project-specific developmental review to address potential
impacts. Short-term impacts resulting from construction would be subject to State and City
regulations. Similarly, operational impacts would be addressed by provisions in the Metropolitan
Bakersfield General Plan and other regulations and standards that govern biological resources in
Bakersfield and the region. Specifically, Policy 1 of the Conservation/Biological Resources Element
aims to direct development away from “sensitive biological resource” areas unless effective
mitigation measures can be implemented. Future projects would also be subject to permitting
pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFGC). Requirements
commonly required under the CFGC and CWA include measures to protect streams and bodies of
water along with riparian habitats.

Impacts identified for an individual project would be addressed through the project approval
process specific to concerns for that project. The proposed project would have no impact to
candidate, sensitive or special status species, riparian habitat, state or federally protected wetland
or wildlife movement or corridors.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The proposed project, in and of itself, does not include the development of a specific site, rather it
includes Zoning Code changes and rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and
update the Zoning Code to be consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Bakersfield
currently has not implemented a Tree Preservation Ordinance and does not regulate tree removal
on private property. However, codes 12.40.060 and 12.40.070 of the BMC forbid the removal or
trimming of City owned landscaping material. On-going implementation of Bakersfield municipal
code and general plan goals and policies through site-specific design review and use permits would
reduce potential impact to protected trees. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

The Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan expired June 1, 2023 (City of Bakersfield
2022). Currently, Bakersfield does not have an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
The proposed project, in and of itself, does not propose specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code
changes and rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning
Code to be consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Future development would be
required to comply with federal, State, and local regulations. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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5 Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O O |
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O O [ |
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O O O [ |

Environmental Setting

CEQA requires that a lead agency determine whether a project could have a significant effect on
historical resources (PRC, Section 21084.1), unique archaeological resources (PRC Section 21083.2
[g]). A historical resource is a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1), a resource included in a local
register of historical resources (Section 15064.5[a][2]), or any object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant

(Section 15064.5[a][3]).

Impacts to significant cultural resources that affect the characteristics of any resource that qualify it
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)or adversely alter the significance of a resource
listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment.
These impacts could result from physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 [b][1]). Material impairment is defined as
demolition or alteration in an adverse manner [of] those characteristics of a historical resource that
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion or eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[b][2][A]).
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Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.57

The City of Bakersfield maintains an inventory of historic buildings and sites within the city.
According to that inventory, there are 63 historic sites within Bakersfield (City of Bakersfield 2022c).
Most of these sites are clustered in the center of the city along Truxton Avenue.

The City of Bakersfield does not maintain an inventory of archaeological sites, but it is assumed that
archaeological sites are present in Bakersfield and the surrounding areas. Therefore, there is
potential to encounter unidentified resources on future development sites.

However, the proposed project does not include specific projects but puts forth Zoning Code
changes and rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning
Code to be consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does
not involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be
compatible with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed
project would not create adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource. In addition, future development would be required to comply with federal,
State, and local regulations and policies to preserve historical and archeological resources.
Therefore, the adoption of the proposed project would have no impact on historical or
archaeological resources.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Individual
projects are not proposed as part of the proposed project. Development projects are subject to
State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 which states that, if human remains are
unearthed, no further disturbance can occur until the county coroner has made the necessary
findings as to the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to the PRC Section 5097.98.
Therefore, the adoption of the proposed project would not disturb human remains and there would
be no impacts.

NO IMPACT
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Energy
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O O O |
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O O |

Environmental Setting

Most of the electricity generated in California is from natural gas-fired power plants, which provided
approximately 50 percent of total electricity generated in 2021. In 2021, California used 277,764
gigawatt hours (GWh) of electricity and produced 70 percent of the electricity it used and imported
the rest from outside the state (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2021).

In 2018, Senate Bill 100 accelerated the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standards Program, codified in
the Public Utilities Act, by requiring electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible
renewable energy and zero-carbon resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent
by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) is the electricity provider that
serves Bakersfield. Southern California Gas Comp is the natural gas provider for the City. As of 2021,
PG&E provided approximately 50 percent of clean energy mostly sourced from wind, geothermal,
biomass, solar and small hydroelectric facilities (PG&E 2021).

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

The proposed project does not involve or approve physical development and therefore would not
result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation. Future development
requiring discretionary approval would be required to undergo project-specific evaluation to
quantify specific impacts to energy consumption, which would occur during the permitting process
for that project. Individual projects would be required to comply with the BMC Chapter 15.05, which
adopts the 2022 California Building Code (CBC), which includes Title 24, Part 6 known as the
“California Energy Code.”, as well as Title 24, Part 11 which outlines the “Green Building Standards
Code” or “CALGreen.” Future development would also be required to adhere to requirements
regarding solar systems pursuant to the most updated Title 24 standards. Adherence to these
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requirements would minimize the potential for future development to result in the wasteful or
unnecessary consumption of vehicle fuels. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Future
development would be subject to the energy conservation requirements of the California Energy
Code, the California Green Building Standards Code, and local policies such as the BMC. Therefore,
there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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/  Geology and Sails

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? O | | |
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O O n
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O O O |
4, Landslides? | a O [ ]
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O O n
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction, or collapse? O O O |
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct
or indirect risks to life or property? O O O u
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater? O O O |
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O O O n
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Environmental Setting

Bakersfield is located within the San Joaquin Valley at the base of the Sierra Nevada. The valley is a
north-west trending trough between the Sierra Nevada on the east and the Coast Range mountains
on the west (City of Bakersfield 2002b).

There are several faults near Bakersfield including the San Andreas Fault (35 miles south), the
Garlock Fault (35 miles southeast), the Wheeler Ridge Fault (26 miles southwest), the Pleito Fault
(27 miles south), the White Wolf Fault (18 miles southeast), the Premier Fault (11 miles north), the
Kern Front Fault (5 miles north), and several areas east of the city marked as unnamed ground
breaks of the 1952 Earthquake (DOC 2021).

Bakersfield includes potential seismic hazards such as strong ground shaking, fault rupture,
liquefaction, earthquake induced landslides, subsidence, landslides, flooding, and potential
inundation from the failure of Lake Isabella dam). Specifically, the area in southwestern Bakersfield
near Panama Lane is at the highest risk of earthquake induced liquefaction due to the high water
table (City of Bakersfield 2022). This area also has the highest risk of subsidence. Risks of
liguefaction and subsidence elsewhere in the city are low. Landslides within the city are most likely
to occur in the foothills to the east and northeast of the city and along the Kern River Canyon and
floodplain (City of Bakersfield 2002b).

Impact Analysis

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

As discussed above under Environmental Setting, the Premier Fault, Kern Front Fault, and unnamed
ground breaks of the 1952 earthquake run closest to Bakersfield.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts related to surface rupture. Furthermore, future development would be
required to comply with policies included in the Safety/Public Safety Element of the Metropolitan
Bakersfield General Plan including Policy 10 which prevents development designed for human
occupancy within 50 feet of a known active fault and prevents buildings from being placed astride
an active fault. Future development would also be required to comply with the CBC which sets
guidelines seismic safety in construction. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

Although Bakersfield is not directly in or above a known fault zone, there are several faults that run
near the city including the San Andreas Fault, resulting in a potential for strong seismic ground
shaking along its alignment.

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts related to geologic hazards. Future development accommodated under the
proposed project would be subject to adopted development guidelines and required to adhere to
2022 California Building Code (Title 24, Part 2) requirements, policies in the Safety/Public Safety
Element of the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan such as Policy 10 prevents development
designed for human occupancy within 50 feet of a known active fault and prevents buildings from
being placed astride an active fault. In addition, Policy 11 requires site-specific studies to locate and
characterize fault traces within an Alquist Priolo Fault Zone for construction designed for human
occupancy. Additionally, future development would be subject to BMC Section 16.44.010 which
requires a preliminary soil report and grading plan to reduce impacts related to seismic hazards.
Therefore, there would be no impacts related to earthquake faults and seismic ground shaking.

NO IMPACT

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

As discussed in the setting section above, liquefaction risk is highest in southern Bakersfield and
landslides are most likely to occur in the foothills east and northeast of the city and along the Kern
River Canyon and floodplain.

The proposed project does not propose specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts related to liquefaction or landslides. Development accommodated under the
proposed project would be subject to adopted development guidelines and required to adhere to
CBC requirements, policies in the Safety/Public Safety Element of the Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan, and applicable State and local regulations. BMC Section 16.44.010 which requires a
preliminary soil report and grading plan, would be applicable to future development. Additionally,
Policy 13 of the Safety/Public Safety Element requires the determination of liquefaction potential at
sites with high groundwater prior to development and the implementation of mitigation to prevent
or reduce damage from liquefaction would be applicable. Therefore, the proposed project would
result in no impacts.

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The proposed project does not include specific projects but sets forth Zoning Code changes and
rezones which would encourage new housing in Bakersfield and update the Zoning Code to be
consistent with recently enacted State requirements. Because the proposed project does not
involve or approve physical development and because these changes are designed to be compatible
with growth envisioned by the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, the proposed project would
not result in impacts related to substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. In addition, future
development would be required to comply with CBC, Appendix Section J110, Erosion Control
Standards, which ensures appropriate erosion and stormwater pollution control during grading and
construction activities. Additionally, future construction activities that occur on more than one acre
are required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction
General Permit. NPDES requires the development of a storm water pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP), which includes best management practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion and topsoil loss from
stormwater runoff. BMPs generally include an effective combination of erosion and sediment
controls, which include barriers such as silt fences, hay bales, drain inlet protection, or gravel bags.
Impacts identified for an individual project would be addressed through the project approval
process specific to concerns for that project. The proposed project would have no impact to
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

NO IMPACT

c.  Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Impacts related to landslides and liquefaction are addressed under Impacts a.3. and a.4.; therefore,
this discussion focuses on impacts related to unstable soils as a result of lateral spreading,
subsidence, or collapse. Lateral spreading occurs as a result of liquefaction; accordingly,
liquefaction-prone areas would also be susceptible to lateral spreading. Subsidence occurs at great
depths below the surface when