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BEFORE THE KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF KERN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION NO. 94-05

In the Maner of:

ADOPTION OF THE FINAL AMENDMENT NO.1 TO THE TIER 1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)
FOR THE SOUTH BELTWAY TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY.

WHEREAS, the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG), acting as the regional transportation
planning agency (RTPA), has prepared the Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the South
Beltway Transportation Corridor Study; and

WHEREAS, a Notice of Availability was published on January 23, 1994 which informed the public
that comments on the Amended Draft EIR could be received between January 26, 1994 and March 11, 1994,
in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, Section 15087(a); and

WHEREAS, affected agencies were also given 45 days, January 26 to March 11, to submit comments
on the Amended Draft Tier 1 EIR for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study; and

WHEREAS, a public meeting was held at Alicante School in Lamont on February 3, 1994 and a duly
noticed public hearing was conducted at the office of the Kern Council of Governments, Bakersfield,
California, on February 17, 1994 to hear testimony and comments during the 45-day review period; and

WHEREAS, the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study is an implementation measure of the
Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study is intended to support the Metropolitan
Bakersfield 2010 General Plan Land Use Element; and

WHEREAS, the EIR was prepared and considered for certification by Kern COG; and

WHEREAS, Kern COG did certify the Final ElR this date May 5, 1994; and

WHEREAS, the environmental record prepared in conjunction with the project includes the
following:

A. The Draft and Final EIR;

B. All staff reports, memorandums, maps, leners, minutes of meetings and other documents
prepared by Kern COG staff relating to the project;

C. All testimony, documents and other evidence presented by the City of Bakersfield, Kern
County and consultants working with Kern COG relating to the project;

D. The proceedings before Kern COG relating to the project and EIR, including testimony and
documenting evidence introduced at the public hearing; and

E. Maners of common knowledge to Kern COG which it considers including, but not limited
to, the following:
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1. The Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan;
2. The City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern Zoning Ordinances;
3. City of Bakersfield Municipal Code;
4. Kern County Floodplain Management Ordinances; and
5. Other formally adopted policies by the County of Kern and the City of Bakersfield.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The above recitals are true and correct.

2. All required notices have been given.

3. Potentially Significant Impacts that have been mitigated to a Level of non-significance are as follows:

A Geology, Topography and Soils:

1. Disturbance of covering soil
2. Damage to the South Beltway due to severe groundshaking

B. Air Quality: Exhaust emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust generated
as a result of soil movemem.

C. Hydrological Resources:

1. Potential decrease of water quality due to runoff from the roadway
2. Potential changes to the path of flood waters
3. Potential exposure of population to flood hazards
4. Potential increase of runoff due to increase of impermeable surfaces

D. Plants and Wildlife: Loss of existing plant and wildlife habitat and individuals of sensitive
plant and wildlife species

E. Noise:

1. Creation of intermittent high noise levels in the project area
2. Impacts to sensitive noise receptors from construction and operation of the

proposed project

F. Light and Glare: Increased light and glare in the project area

G. Land Use and Relocation:

1. Disruption of agricultural activities
2. Disruption to residential and commercial uses

H. Traffic Analysis: Reduction in access

I. Cultural Resources: Damage to unknown existing archaeological sites in the proposed
project right-of-way

J. Hazardous Wastes: Impacts from excavation of contaminated soil during construction of
the proposed project
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As to each above listed impact, the Kern Council of Governments fInds that changes or alternatives have
been incorporated into the project which avoid impacts or mitigate impacts to a level of non-signillcance
as per Section 15091 of the California Environmental Quality Act guidelines_

A Geology, Topography and Soils

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Disturbance of covering soil

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially signillcant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Regrade and re-vegetate disturbed areas outside highway facility limits.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Damage to the South Beltway due to severe groundshaking

F[NDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final ElR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Engineered design of proposed project to comply with Federal and State regulations intended to
minimized damage from seismic activities considered typical of the area.

B. Air Quality

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Exhaust emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil
movement.

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate Ot
avoid the potentially signillcant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SupPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by construction contractors with 'regular watering or
other airborne dust reduction measures in compliance with the San Joaquin Valley Unilled Air
Pollution Condtrol District (S.MJAPCD). Wetting may reduce fugitive dust emissions by
approximately 50 percent.

The developer shall be responsible for the tuning up of all construction machinery to manufacturers'
specifications.
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Prior ro any action by a state or federal agency which would result in ground disturbance of natural
or agricultural lands the agency shall conduct site-specific sUlVeys for non-listed sensitive species
of plants and wildlife. These surveys shall be conducted in support of succeeding tiers of
environmental documentation and shall be conducted as specific alignments and construction
conidors are identified. Specific mitigation to reduce impacts to non·listed sensitive species shall
be identified in the succeeding tiers of environmental documentation, but shall include avoidance
wherever possible. Where avoidance is not possible, the agency shall coordinate with DFG and
USFWS to determine appropriate mitigation or compensation.

E. Noise:

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Creation of intermittent high noise levels in the project area

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Limit construction to the hours of? a.m. to 5 p.m, Monday through Saturday, unless traffic volumes
or public safety issues warrant otherwise. Final determination of construction hours will occur
during the Tier 2 phase of environmental review.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

Impacts to sensitive noise receptors from construction and operation of the proposed project.

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Construction equipment must employ sound restriction devices to reduce noise levels. Noise
specifications for construction equipment should be written in compliance with City and/or County
noise guidelines and should include a set ofguidelines to enable contractors to accordingly (required
by law)

F. Light and Glare

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Increased light and glare in the project area

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.
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SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Exterior lights used for traffic control will be directed away from the adjacent light sensitive uses.

No construction on the project shall take place in the evening when considerable amounts of
lighting would be needed, unless traffic volumes or public safety issues warrant it. Determination
of evening construction will occur with the environmental clearance of a specific construction
project.

G. Land Use and Relocation

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Disruption of agricultural activities

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Design drainage to prevent potentially polluted water run-off from the transportation corridor from
flowing into adjacent agriculture land.

Restore existing agricultural and irrigation drainage systems.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Disruption to residential and commercial uses

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Construct block walls or other screening facilities wherever at-grade travel lanes are adjacent to
single-family residential areas.

The City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern shall require adequate setbacks for future
development to avoid additional conflict with the proposed right-of-way.

Use vegetation along the shoulders and at interchanges as buffering to improve visual quality.

H. Traffic Analysis

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Reduction in access
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FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Design and build frontage road or other alternative access route.

I. Cultural Resources

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Damage to unknown existing archaeological sites in the proposed project right-of-way

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

Prior to construction a field survey should be conducted by a qualified archaeologist to determine
if any archaeological resources are present, and to determine recommendations if any such resources
are discover.

An updated records search should be conducted prior to beginning work on this project in order to
provide information on any additional sites located during the present survey, and a
recommendation as to whether or not additional work may be necessary given to the scope of this
project.

J. Hazardous Wastes

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Impacts from excavation of contaminated soil during constrUction of the proposed project

FINDING

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or
avoid the potentially significant effects thereof as identified in the Final EIR.

SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE

The project developer/owner shall conduct soil tests for agriculture wastes, and contamination from
oil wells and underground storage tanks to confirm the absence of contamination.

Potential sites should be identified for future projects to ensure consideration in their environmental
clearance.

Existing oil wells, and underground fuel storage tanks will be identified to prevent damage from
occurring during the construction phase.
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4. Impacts not mitigated to a level of non-significance are as folJows:

A. Loss of Prime AgriculturaJ Land: The EIR fmds that this impact is still considered
significant after the recommended mitigation measure. The mitigation measure for this
impact recommends the development of other agricultural lands not currently in use. There
is presently no assurance that other lands presently fallow would be converted to
agricuituraJ use. There is no assurance that land presently in agricultural use will remain
as such at the time this project is proposed to be built. Current population and
development trends indicate a need for an enhanced transportation corridor in this
urbanizing area of Metropolitan Bakersfield.

B. Relocation of Residences and Businesses: The ElR finds that this impact is considered
potentially Significant after the recommended mitigation measure. Mitigation measures for
this impact include notification of business owners, residences and agricultural land owners
within 300 feet of the proposed right-of-way needed for development as soon as possible.

The folJowing are project benefits associated with this project:

1. Improve the flow of traffic through the region.

2. Improve air quality.

3. Remove traffic and congestion from local streets.

4. Provide route alternate from 1-5 to S.R. 58.

5. Reduce the cost and impact resulting from the purchase and acquisition of rights-of-way for
this transportation corridor.

6. Further the Goals of the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan.

7. Further the Goals of the Metropolitan Bakersfield Circulation Element.

5. Statement of Overriding Consideration:

The Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (ElR) prepared for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor
identified certain significant effects and this Board hereby fmds that the Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor should be certified since mitigation measures
recommended in the Final ElR will be incorporated into the Corridor Adoption Plan to mitigate possible
environmental effects to a level which are not significant, and that the benefits of the South Beltway
Transportation Corridor outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects of not preparing and adopting a plan.

6. De Minimis Impact Finding

Due to the nature of this project being a preliminary planning study, the environmental document prepared
for the project is a Tier 1 level ElR and has not identified or finalized all of the enVironmental impacts
associated with the project at this stage of development. Staff, therefore, concludes that this project is not
subject to the payment of fees associated with the Department of Fish and Game and AB 3158 at this time.
This project is tiered as set forth by Section 15385 and 15165, respectively, of the California State CEQA
guidelines, and consequently, will require additional environmental documents(s). Although the potentially
adverse effect of diminishing or eliminating wildlife resources were identified by the State Department of
Fish and Game during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) stage of the Tier 1 document, future environmental
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documents will provide additional opponunity for government agencies to cOmment more specifically on
possible mitigation measures of the identified impacts. Fees associated with the State Department of Fish
and Game and AB 3158 may be required upon the filing of these future environmental documents.

7. Kern COG adopts all of the findings of fact set forth in the Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report
(ElR) for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study and adopts all of the above stated findings as per
Section 15091 of the California Environmental Quality Act guidelines, the statement of overriding
consideration and the De Minimis Impact Finding.

8. This Board hereby finds that as identified in the Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (ElR)
Amendment No. 1 of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor will not have a significant effect on the
environment and certifies that a Final Environmental Impact Report for this Plan has been completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended and that the Kern Council
of Governments, Transportation Planning Agency has reviewed and considered the inforenation contained
in the environmental document prior to the approval of the Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (ElR)
of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor.

AUTHORIZED, SIGNED AND APPROVED TIllS 5TI-1 DAY OF MAY 1994:

AYES;

NOES:

ABSTAIN;

ABSENT:

ATTEST;

Burkett, Moser, Miller, Bryan, Prout, Ackermann, Booth, McLaughlin,
Larwood, Shell, McCuen, Silver

None

None

Salvaggio, Mata, Johnson, Binger

(J/Jc!2:crl6
Kern Council of Governments

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the Kern Council of Governments,
duly authorized at a ~egularly-scheduled meeting held on the 5th day of May 1994.

/'
/

Ro aid E. Brummett, Ex utive Director
Kern Council of Governments

Date: M2Y 5, 1994
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SECTION I
SUMMARY

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND CHARACTERISTICS

The City of Bakersfield is a rapidly developing metropolitan center located in the central

portion of Kern County in central California. Figure 1-1 displays the location of Kern County

and the metropolitan Bakersfield area. The Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan's

Circulation Element proposes a circulation plan intended to avoid the congestion that would

result from buildout of the General Plan's land use plan. This circulation plan includes building

a freeway ring around Bakersfield to relieve arterials of regional and interstate trips. The

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, a portion of this regional ring, is planned for

construction sometime after 2020. However, right-of-way preservation in the immediate

future is expected to reduce the cost for land acquisition.

The City of Bakersfield, in conjunction with the County of Kern and the Kern Council of

Governments (KCOG) proposes the adoption of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

right-of-way in the Bakersfield Metropolitan Area. KCOG is the project sponsor for the

proposed right-of-way adoption (KCOG and project sponsor will be used interchangeably in

this Environmental Impact Report (EIR}). l.tf.!I_l.~!U#§~\tI.~[(~

(Caltrans), &5 the ••~ ultimate developer of the project, has assigned by default the

responsibility of alignment selection and project financing to KCOG. The City of Bakersfield

and the County of Kern, as responsible agencies, have the authority for administering the

implementation and mitigation of the project. KCOG has identified the need for preparation

of a "Tier 1" EIR to assess the impacts associated with the proposed preservation of the

right-of-way for the project.

A previously proposed Draft EIR (DEIR) evaluated three west end routes and two east end

routes. In response to public comments on that previous DEIR, three new options are being

considered for the eastern portion. Three original alternatives for the project are shown as

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 I - 1
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Summary

Options A, B, and C on Figure 1-2. All three alternatives would extend east/west from

Interstate 5 to Vineland Road.

In addition to Alternatives A, B, and C, there are nine other project alternatives as well as the

No Project Alternative. These nine alternatives are combinations of Options A. 8. and C and

Ootions ,. 2. and 3 (see Table 1-' I.

The first option, Option A, would be the portion of Alternetive A which extends from

Interstate 5 along State Route "9, Taft Highway, then travels northeast to follow

McCutcheon Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it would

connect with either Option', 2. or 3 to create Alternatives A', A2, or A3.

Option 8 would be the portion of Alternative 8 which extends from Interstate 5 along State

Route" 9, Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it

would connect with either Option " 2, or 3 to create Alternatives 8', 82, or 83.

The third option, Option C would be the portion of Alternative C which extends from

Interstate 5 approximately two-and-one-half to three miles south of Taft Highway, then travels

northeasterly and follows roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road

and Union Avenue where it would connect with either Option'. 2, or 3 to create Alternatives

C" C2, or C3.

The three additional options for the east portion of the route corridor are shown as Options

, , 2, and 3 on Figure 1-2. Options', 2 and 3 would connect with Options A, 8, and C at a

point approximately between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road and extend either to Route

58 (Option') or Vineland Road (Options 2 and 3). Option' extends in a north-northeasterly

direction from the connection point of the corridor and intersects State Route 58 at the Oswell

Street intersection. The second option, Option 2, extends northeasterly approximately to the

AtchisonlTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks, north of Panama Lane, and then

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May' 994 1·4



Summary

travels east connecting with Vineland Road. The third option, Option 3, travels northeasterly

to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax Road and then extends

easterly connecting with Vineland Road.

Tabla 1-1
Proposed Project Alternative.

Alternative
1) A

2) B

3) C

4) Al

5) A2

6) A3

7) Bl

8) B2

9) B3

10) Cl

11) C2

12) C3

Description
Extending from 1-5 to Vineland Road roughly following McCutcheon Road

Extending from 1-5 to Vineland Road along Taft Highway

Extending from 1-6 to Vineland Road. roughly along DiGiorgio Road

Extending from 1-6 roughly along McCutcheon Road. to 8 point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling in 8 north-northeasterly direction and intersBcting State Route 58 at
the Oswell Street intersection

Extending from 1-5 roughly 810ng McCutcheon Road, to • point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling north.at.rty approximately to the AtchisonlTopeka/Southern
Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks, north of Panama Lane, and then extending east to connect with
Vinolond Road

Extending from 1-6 roughly along McCutcheon Road, to a point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane betw.en Cottonwood
Road and Fairfax Road and than extending easterly to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-6 along Taft Highway, to a point betw..n Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling in a north-northeasterly direction and intersecting State Route 58 at the Oswell Street
intersection

Extending from 1-6 along Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling northeasterly approximately to the AtchisonfTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa Fe
railroad tracks, north of Panama Lane, and then extending east to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-6 along Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax
Road and then extending easterly to connect with Vinaland Road

Extending from 1-6, roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then traveling in a north-northeasterly direction and intersecting State Route 58 at the
Oswell Street intersection

Extending from 1·5, roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then treveling northessterly approximately to the AtchisonfTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa
Fe railroad tracks, north of Panama Lane, and then extending ealt to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-5, roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonw90d Road and Union
Avenue then traveling northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and
Fairfax Road and then extending easterly to connect with Vineland Road
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Summary

The proposed project could be one of Alternative A, B, C, A 1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2,

or C3. Therefore, there are 12 project alternatives and the No Project Alterntive, with no

preferred alternative defined by KCOG at this time.

The Tier 1 EIR is intended to analyze the impacts associated with the right-of-way required

for a transportation corridor. At the present time no specific type of transportation facility has

been selected. The only issues that have been identified are the need for the corridor and its

general location. Several types of facilities may be appropriate to serve tha area in the future,

such as a freeway, light rail, HOV lanes, or other transit uses. It is assumed that each use

would dictate different right-of-way dimensions. However, in order to provide an estimate of

the approximata amount of land required for a typical right-of-way, the following CelifefAia

gepaftA'leAt af TfaAspaftetieA (Caltrans~ highway standards were used. A six-lane divided

highway consisting of six 12-feet wide travel lanes, a 60-feet wide median, and 1O-feet wide

shoulders on each side of the highway with an additional 30 feat betwaan tha edge of the

highway and the right-of-way fance to allow for frontaga roads would require a right-of-way

of 212 feet. Additionally, in araas needing elevated road crossings or depression of the road,

approximately 50 feet of additional right-of-way would be needed on aach side to compensate

for the 2: 1 slope ratio required by Caltrans. Thesa areas would require a total right-of-way

of approximately 312 feet. The actual facility may require a larger or smaller right-of-way.

The study maps do not identify precise footprints for construction. Consequently, the

analysis presented in this Tier 1 EIR is reflective of the project area comprehensive facility

needs and impacts. However, anticipated construction activities would include paving,

overlaying existing pavement, widening of some roadway/bridge structures, modifying traffic

signals, modifying existing roadway drainage facilities, and construction of new concrete

curbs, gutters and sidewalks. The environmental impacts associated with the proposed

project and examined in this document are summarized in Table 1-2. A detailed analysis of

each individual specific impact can be found in the corresponding analysis within Section IV

of this document. The EIR addresses the impacts associated with the long term
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Summary

implementation of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor. as well as the short term

impacts associated with construction of the proposed project.

As noted. the right-of-way adoption will guide the development and planning design of the

corridor. Therefore. the EIR is required to be a comprehensive and qualitative document.

Subsequent projects and activities dictated by design and construction of the project will

require a more detailed Tier 2 environmental analysis prior to City. County and Caltrans

approval.

Based on the Initiel Study environmental evaluation and public meetings. KCOG. as the lead

agency. concurred that the following environmental issues should be evaluated:

Earth

Air Quality

Water

Plant Life and
Animal Life

Noise

Existing topography in the areas immediately adjacent to the
roadbed may be altered and the roadway may extend into areas
where the soil(s) need to be supported in order to provide a safe
and stable base.

The air quality along the transportation corridor may be affected
by the additional vehicular traffic and mobile emissions due to
the increased volume capacity.

The proposed project may require the construction of additional
storm drains as much of the project area is currently covered
with permeable surfaces. Drainage patterns may therefore be
altered.

The proposed project may result in a reduction in the amount of
plant life adjacent to the corridor. As a result. some animal life
in the area may have their food supply altered. Endangered plant
and/or animal species may be located in tha area and affected by
the proposed corridor.

The proposed project may result in a short-term increase in noise
due to grading and construction equipment. In addition. the
corridor may increase traffic volumes and result in a
corresponding increase in vehicular-generated noise.
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Light and Glare

Land Use, Housing
and Relocation

Transportation!
Circulation

Cultural Resources

Risk of Upset!
Human Health!
Hazardous Materials

Summary

The project may introduce short-term sources of light as a result
of construction activities. Additionally, there may be additional
sources of light from vehicular sources travelling along the
corridor.

The project may require the conversion of existing farmland to
non-agricultural uses and may reduce the amount of acreage
devoted to residential uses. The project may result in the
displacement of businesses or residences.

The proposed project may increase the number of vehicles using
Taft Highway, Interstate 5, and Route 58 due to the new
connecting highway and the increased carrying capacity. As a
result, drivers currently using other roadways may alter their
travel patterns to use the new facility. Roadways that provide
access to the new facility may also experience an increase in
traffic volumes.

The proposed corridor mayeffectundocumented cultural/historic!
archaeological sites adjacent to the roadway.

Any existing gas or oil facilities in the area may be disturbed or
relocated which could result in exposure to hazardous materials
during grading and excavation. Construction of the corridor,
however, will improve the area's circulation system and,
therefore, improve the ability of emergency vehicles to respond
to requests.

B. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Based on input from responsible agencies, the public (see responses to the City's Notice of

Preparation provided in Section XI of this EIR) and analysis by KCOG, the , 2 alternatives

described above and in Table 1-' (Alternatives A, B, C, A 1, A2, A3, B1. B2, B3. C1, C2 or C3)

and the No Project Alternative are analyzed in this EIR. In addition to the alternatives

described above, others were considered. Feasibility studies and traffic analysis models were

conducted for each alternative studied. Based on feasibility studies, it was determined by the

lead agency that alternatives located north of the proposed alternative sites were too costly.

The traffic models that were conducted on the routes south of the proposed alternative sites
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concluded that the anticipated future traffic demand on smaller arterials would not be

mitigated. In particular, a route which would roughly follow Bear Mountain Boulevard was

considered, but rejected due to its inability to relieve the anticipated urban traffic demand.

No Project:

The No Project alternative assumes that no corridor will be adopted and all existing conditions

along each of the routes will remain as they are in 1994.

C. SIGNIFICANT AND LONG TERM EFFECTS

Implementation of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would result in significant

impacts to earth resources and land uses. Other impacts associated with the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor are incremental and long term in nature. Therefore impacts can be

anticipated in advance and mitigation measures developed as necessary.

Some building materials and energy resources would be irretrievably committed to long term

use, but conservation measures would reduce the overall impact of that commitment. The

proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor represents an approach to insure the timely

availability of infrastructure to serve planned development and is therefore considered a

growth-inducing project.

Table 1-2 provides a summary of potentially significant adverse impacts associated with the

proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor. In addition, the table also provides a

summary of recommended mitigation measures, significance of the environmental impacts

with the mitigation measures, and mitigation monitoring responsibilities.
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TABLE 1·2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

Summary

Potentially
Signlflcant Adverse
Impacts

A. GEOLOGY,
TOPOGRAPHY ANO
SOILS

Mitigation Measur..

Program
RoaponsIbIIItyI
Mitigation Report
Recipient Proj,ct Ph..,

Disturbance of
covering soil

Damage to the
South Beltway due
to severe
groundshaking

Loss of Prime
"Agricultural Land

Regrade and revegetate disturbed BrBas Insignificant
outside highway facility limits

Engineered design of proposed project Insignificant
to comply with Federal and State
regulations intended to minimize
damage from seismic activities
considered typical of the area

Development of other agricultural lands Significant
not currently in use

Project Oeveloperl City
of Bakersfieldl Kern
Countyl

Project Developer/City
of Bakersfieldl Kern
Countyl

City of Bakersfieldl
Kern Countyl Owners
affected

During and
after
construction

During project
design

During right­
of.-way
acquisition

B. AIR QUALITY

Exhaust emissions Fugitive dust emissions shall be Insignificant Project Developerl Prior to and
from construction controlled by construction contractors SJVUAPCO during
equipment and with regular watering or other airborne construction
fugitive dust dust reduction measures in compliance
generated as a result with the SJVUAPCD. Wetting may
of soil movement reduce fugitive dust emissions by

approximately 50 percent

The developer shall be responsible for Insignificant Project Prior to
the tuning up of all construction Developer/Project construction
machinery to manufacturers' Sponsor
specifications

Construction activities should be Insignificant Project Prior to and
phased and scheduled by the SponsorlProject during
developer(sl to avoid emission peaks. Developer construction
Construction showd be discontinued
during first stage smog alerts

Stockpiles of soil and similar materials Insignificant Project Developer During
shall be protected from wind erosion construction
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

Program
Potentially Ruponalbllltyl
Significant Adver.e Significance After Mldg8tlon Report
Impactl Mitigation Me..ur.. Mldgetlon Recipient Project Ph..e

In sensitive areas, a temporary wall of Insignificant Project Prior to and
sufficient height to reduce windblown DeveloperlProject during
dust shall be erected Sponsor construction

An air quality analysis of construction Insignificant Project Prior to
activities shall be completed to ensure Developer!Project construction
that construction emissions meet the Sponsor
SJVUAPCD standards

Encourage alternative modes of Insignificant KCOG/City of During project
transportation such 8S bicycle BakersfieldlKern design
pathways near the proposed right-of· County
way and HOV lanes

C. HYDROLOGICAL
RESOURCES

Potential decrease of Compliance with the CRWaCB. Central Insignificant City of Bakersfieldl During project
water quality due to Valley Region regulatkms to meet the Kern County construction
runoff from the water quality objectives specified in and operation
roadway the NPDES permit and the 1991

California Inland Surface Waters Plan

Potential changes to Compliance with the regulations and Insignificant City of Bakersfieldl Prior to
the path of flood guidelines in the Kern, County Kern County issuance of a
waters Floodplain Management Ordinance and grading permit

the Kern County Zoning Ordinance and as
development
occurs

Potential exposure The County shall obtain the required Insignificant City of Bakersfieldl Prior to
of population to federal funding and authorization for Kern County construction
flood hazards the implementation of the Caliente and as

Creek. Flood Control Project development
occurs

Potential increase of Require project developer to provide Insignificant Project Developer/City Prior to
runoff due to proper collection for runoff of Bakersfieldl Kern construction
increase of County and as
impermeable development
surfaces occurs
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

Summary

Potentlolly
Significant Advorll
Impectl

D. PLANTS AND
WILDLIFE

Mltlllltlon Mlllurll
Significance Alter
Mldllltlon

Program
RllpOlll1bl1ltyI

. MltIllItIon Report
Recipient Project PIIeII

lass of existing
plant and wildlife
habitat and
individuals of
sensitive plant and
wildlife species

Prior to any action by a state agency Insignificant
which would result in ground
disturbance of natural or agricultural
lands. the agency shall consult with
the California Department of Fish and
Game {DFGI pursuant to California Fish
and Game Code Section 2090 and
Public Resources Code Section
21104.2. Any requirements or
decisions by DFG pursuant to such
consultation with regard to
development of the South Beltway
Transportation Corridor shall be
implemented by the agency. Specific
conditions that will be required by OFG
as a result of public agency
consultations leading to authorization
to take listed species have not yet
been determined,but shall include
conditiOns that will result in avoidance
of take or a net benefit to the affected
species prior to any actions that could
result in impacts. (It should be noted
that these conditions may also include
requirements to conduct detailed
surveys of specific alignments and
construction corridors and to quantify
take of listed plant and animal species.)

Department of Fish
and Game

Prior to
issuance of a
grading permit
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

Summary

Potentially
Significant Adver.1
Impsetl Mitigation M.....ur...

Slgnlll...c. Aft.
MItigation

Program
R••ponslbilltyI
MItigation Roport
Rodplent Proj.et ""....

Prior to any action by a federal agency Insignificant
which would result in ground
disturbance of natural or agricultural
lands. the agency shall consult with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
IUSFWSI pursuant to Section 71al of
the Federal Endangered Species Act
116 USC Section 1536Ia)). Any
requirements or decisions by USFWS
pursuant to such consultation with
regard to development of the South
Beltway Transportation Corridor shall
be implemented by the agency.
Specific conditions that will be required
by USFWS as a result of public agency
consultations leading to authorization
to take listed species have not yet
been determined. but shall include
conditions that will result in avoidance
of take or a net benefit to the affected
species prior to any actions that could
result in impacts. ( It should be noted
that these conditions may also include
requirements to conduct detailed
surveys of specific alignments and
construction corridors and to quantify
take of listed plant and animal species.)
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SECTION II
INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE EIR

The purpose of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as defined in section 15121 (a) of the

State Guidelines for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (California

Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3) is as follows:

"An EIR is an informational document which would inform public agency decision­
makers and the public generally of the significant effects, and describe reasonable
alternatives to the project... "

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act

(CECA) and guidelines (as amended through 1990) and g.@!ltlJill".rtlt![iB!
IIf~.ll.~~Caltrans'f"Guidelines for Tiered Environmental Documents". The objective

of a Tiered EIR is to facilitate environmental review by use of a document tailored for corridor

preservation where timing is a factor. A Tier I EIR does not have the detail of a project level

document; the purpose of the Tier 1 document is to address environmental issues relative to

a location adoption decision. Subsequent to this Tier 1 EIR, a follow-up Tier 2 EIR will address

project specific issues and will describe in more detail the project's anvironmental

consequences, design alternatives, and project mitigation. Issues in both the Tier 1 and Tier

2 documents will be addressed in a merged fashion.

The EIR is an informational document which will inform and assist public agency decision

makers, and the public in general, on the significant environmental effects of the proposed

project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable

alternatives to the project as proposed. This document assesses the impacts, including

unavoidable adverse impacts and cumulative impacts, related to the adoption of the right-of­

way and the implications of the future transportation facility. This EI R is also intended to

support the permitting processes of all agencies whose discretionary approvals must be

obtained for particular elements of this project.
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Introduction

This document has the following specific uses and/or purposes:

1. To comply with CECA;

2. To provide public notice to other potential interested or affected parties regarding the
proposed project;

3. To assess impacts resulting from adoption of the proposed corridor and the
implications of the resulting transportation facility;

4. To assess potential impacts from feasible alternatives to the proposed project; and

5. To provide environmental documentation to be used in applicable environmental
permitting processes.

B. LEAD AGENCY AND DOCUMENT FORMAT

The Kern Council of Governments (KCOG) is the lead agency, as defined by Section 21067

of CECA, for this EIR, and has supervised its preparation. The overall format of the EIR

contains those components required by CECA. Specifically, a detailed description of the

corridor and the alternative sites is included in Sections I and III in this EIR. The environmental

setting, impacts, and mitigation measures for each of the project alternatives are discussed

in Section IV. Sections V and VI of this EIR discuss thirteen alternatives with respect to the

effects of their implementation as well as long-term implications of the corridor. References

are included in Section IX and supporting documentation are included in Section X of this EIR.

Environmental documentation and review procedures are administered by the KCOG's planning

staff. Although the proposed project at this time does not include specific development

analysis, it is anticipated that once specific development proposals are formulated these

proposals may require approval from the following responsible local and state agencies: (1)

California Department of Transportation; and (2) California Department of Fish and Game.

The project's environmental review process commenced with the preparation of an Initial

Study which was completed by KCOG in June, 1992 and an amendment to the Initial Study
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in October, 1993. The Initial Studies concluded that an EIR must be prepared which would

further analyze issues within the following ten environmental areas: (1) Earth; (2) Air Quality;

(3) Water; (4) Plant Life and Animal Life; (5) Noise; (6) Light and Glare; (7) Land Use, Housing

and Relocation; (8) Transporation and Circulation; (9) Cultural Resources; and, (10) Risk of

Upset/Human Health/Hazardous Materials. As required by CEQA, this EIR also focuses on tha

long-term and cumulative changes anticipated as a result of the modification of the area to

allow the proposed corridor. There are 13 alternatives considered in this EIR. Each alternative

will result in similar impacts as identified in the Initial Study, however, the significance of the

impact will be determined by the location of each option. The No Project Alternative is the

only alternative which would prevent any of the identified impacts from occurring.

The alternatives are as follows (see Table 11-1 below): Alternatives 1 to 3 are Options A, Bar

C. All three alternatives would extend east/west from Interstate 5 to Vineland Road. The

first alternative, Alternative A, would extend east from Interstate 5 along State Route 119,

Taft Highway, then travel northeast to follow McCutcheon Road. The second alternative,

Alternative B, would extend east from Interstate 5 along Taft Highway. The third alternative,

Alternative C proposes that the corridor extend from Interstate 5 roughly along DiGiorgio

Road.

Alternatives 4 to 12 are Options 1, 2, or 3 connecting with Options A, B, or C. The first

option, Option A, would be the portion of Alternative A which extends from Interstate 5 along

State Route 119, Taft Highway, then travels northeast to follow McCutcheon Road to a point

between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it would connect with either Option 1,

2, or 3 to create Alternatives A 1, A2, or A3.

Option B would be the portion of Alternative B which extends from Interstate 5 along State

Route 119, Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it

would connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives B1, B2, or B3.
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The third option. Option C would be the portion of Alternative C which extends from

Interstate 5 approximately two-and-one-half to three miles south of Taft Highway. then travels

northeasterly and follows roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road

and Union Avenue where it would connect with either Option 1, 2. or 3 to create Alternatives

C1. C2. or C3.

The three eastern portion options connect with Options A. B. and C at a point approximately

between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road and extend either to Route 58 (Option 1) or

Vineland Road (Options 2 and 3). Option 1 extends in a north-northeasterly direction from the

western portion of the corridor and intersects State Route 58 at the Oswell Street

intersection. Option 2. extends northeasterly approximately to the AtchisonfTopeka/Southern

Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks. north of Panama Lane. and then travels east connecting with

Vineland Road. Option 3. travels northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane between

Cottonwood Road and Fairfax Road and then extends easterly connecting with Vineland Road.

Table 11-1
Proposed Project Alternatives

Alternative

1) A

21 B

3) C

41 A1

51 A2

61 A3

Description

Extending from 1-6 to Vineland Road ·roughly following McCutcheon Road

Extending from 1-5 to Vineland Roed along Taft Highway

Extending from 1-5 to Vineland Road, roughly along DiGiorgio Road

Extending from 1-5 roughly along McCutcheon Road, to 8 point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling in 8 north-northeast.rly direction and inter••cting State Rout. 68 at
the Oswell Stre.t int.....ction

Extending from 1-6 roughly along McCutcheon Road, to a point betwe.n Cottonwood Road and
Union. Avenue then traveling northeasterly approximately to the AtchieonfTopeka/Southern
Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks. north of Panama Lane, and then extending east to connect with
Vineland Road

Extending from 1-5 roughly along McCutcheon Road. to a point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling northeaBterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood
Road and Fairfax Road and then extending easterly to connect with Vineland Road
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71 B1

a) 82

9) 83

101 C1

111 C2

121 C3

Introduction

Extending 'rom 1-5 along Tatt Highway, to II point betw..n Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling in II north·north•••terly direction and int.,...ctinQ State Route 68 at the O.wen Str••t
inte,••ction

Extending from 1-6 elong Taft Highway. to II point betw••n Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling north••t.rty approximately to the AtchieonlTopeka/Southem Pacific/Santa F.
railroad treeD, north of Panama Lane, and then extending •••t to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1·6 .Iong Taft Highway. to II point betw••n Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling north.asterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax
Road and then extending II.lterly to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-6. roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then traveling in II north-northee.terly direction and inter.ecting State Route 58 et the
Oswell Street inter••ction

Extending from 1·5. roughly elong DiGiorgio Road to e point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then traveling northeesterly approximately to the AtchieonlTopeke/Southern Pacific/Sente
Fe railroad tracks. north of Panama Lane. and then extending ea8t to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1·5. roughly along DiGiorgio Road to e point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then traveling northealterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road lind
Fairfax Road and then extending easterly to connect with Vineland Road

The last alternative, Alternative (13) is the No-Project Alternative which assumes that no

corridor will be adopted and all existing conditions along each of the routes will remain as they

are in 1994.

On October 8, 1993, KCOG issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) which was circulated to

interested and responsible agencies. organizations and individuals for 30 days. The NOP

identified KGOG's intent to require the preparation of an EIR for the project. and its solicitation

. of comments regarding the content. The Initial Study and NOP are presented in Section X!

of this document.

The purpose of this EIR is to provide objective and authoritative planning information in a

logical format to assist KCOG, City and County staff, the City of Bakersfield Planning

Commission, City Council, Board of Supervisors and the general public in their consideration

of the environmental consequences associated with the proposed project. This document is
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arranged in a format that facilitates examination according to the needs and interests of the

various individuals reviewing the document. For the casual reviewer or those with general

responsibility for decisions regarding the overall impacts of the proposed project, attention to

Section I, Summary, may be sufficient. For those with specific environmental interests and

responsibilities, the Table of Contents is a guide to the appropriate sub-section of Section IV,

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigations.

C. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Effective January 1, 1989, CECA was amended to add Section 21081.6, implementing

Assembly Bill (AB) 3180, Mitigation Monitoring Programs. As part of CECA environmental

review procedures, AB3180 requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting

program for assessing efficacy of any required mitigation measures applied to proposed

developments. As stated in Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code:

•... the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes to
the project which it has adopted, or made a condition of project approval, in order to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.•

AB 3180 provides general guidelines for implementing monitoring and reporting programs.

Specific reporting andlor monitoring requirements, to be enforced during project

implementation, shall be defined prior to final approval of the project proposal by the

responsible decision maker(s). In response to established CECA requirements and those of

AB 3180 (Public Resources code Section 21000 et seq.), the proposed mitigation monitoring

program shall be submitted to respective staff for the City of Bakersfield and Kern County

Planning Departments for consideration prior to completion of the environmental review

process to facilitate appropriate response to the proposals. Mitigation Monitoring Programs

are included in each of the subsections in Section IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts and

Mitigations.

Several documents are incorporated into this EIR by reference. These reports are listed in in

this EIR in Section IX, Organizations and Persons Contacted, Preparers, and References and
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are available for public review at the Kern Council of Governments. 1401 19th Street. Suite

200. Bakersfield. 93301. or the City of Bakersfield Planning Department. City Hall. 1501

Truxtun Avenue.
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SECTION III
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Kern Council of Governments (KCOG), Kern County, and the City of Bakersfield have

identified the need to ensure that future east-west traffic in the area between Interstate 5 to

State Route 58 (see Figure 1-1) can be accommodated. In order to meet traffic demand

generated by proposed land uses, these three agencies have identified the need to develop

a new transportation facility, referred to as "The South Beltway Transportation Corridor".

Depending on the alternative selected, the proposed route would run approximately 20 miles

through primarily flat terrain south of downtown Bakersfield. The three agencies have

determined that this area will require an improved transportation route to accommodate the

anticipated population growth that will take place over the next 30 years. While the western

portion of the corridor would run generally along the same east-west route as State Route 119

(Taft Highway), it has been determined that the existing State Route 119 will not have

adequate capacity for future traffic.

The proposal is the adoption of right-of-way alignment for future development of the South

Beltway Transportation Corridor from Interstate 5 Freeway to State Route 58. The evaluation

criteria used by KCOG, Kern County and the City of Bakersfield for selection of route lines are

as follows:

• Proximity to existing or proposed schools and parks;
• Proximity to existing interchanges on State Route 99 (Federal Highway

Administration only allows interchanges approximately every mile in urban
areas);

• Disruption to existing neighborhoods;
• Cost of right-of-way acquisition;
• Displacement cost (existing structures);
• Effect on local circulation;
• Land use severance; and
• Environmental considerations.
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Project Description

In addition to the route adoption alternatives discussed below, others were considered.

Feasibility studies and traffic analysis models were conducted for each alternative studied.

Based on feasibility studies, it was determined by the lead agency that alternatives located

north of the proposed project site were too costly. The traffic models that were conducted

on the routes south of the proposed alternative sites concluded that the anticipated future

traffic demand on smaller arterials would not be mitigated.

Three alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and Cl would extend east/west from Interstate 5 to

Vineland Road. The first alternative, Alternative A, would extend east from Interstate 5 along

State Route 119, Taft Highway, then travel northeast to follow McCutcheon Road

approximately. Alternative B would extend east from Interstate 5 along Taft Highway and

Alternative C, proposes that the corridor extend from Interstate 5 generally parallel to

DiGiorgio Road.

In addition to Alternatives A, B, and C, there are nine other project alternatives as well as the

No Project Alternative. These nine alternatives are combinations of Ootions A. B. and C and

Ootions 1. 2. and 3 (see Table 1-1).

The first option, Option A, would be the portion of Alternative A which extends from

Interstate 5 along State Route 119, Taft Highway, then travels northeast to follow

McCutcheon Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it would

connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives A 1, A2, or A3.

Option B would be the portion of Alternative B which extends from Interstate 5 along State

Route 119, Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it

would connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives B1, B2, or B3.

The third option, Option C would be the portion of Alternative C which extends from

Interstate 5 approximately two-and-one-half to three miles south of Taft Highway, then travels
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northeasterly and follows roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road

and Union Avenue where it would connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives

C1, C2, or C3.

The three additional options for the east portion of the route corridor are shown as Options

1, 2, and 3 on Figure 1-2. These three options would connect with the western portion of the

corridor at the point approximately between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road and extend

either to Route 58 (Option 1) or Vineland Road (Options 2 and 3). Option 1 extends in a

north-northeasterly direction from the western portion of the corridor and intersects State

Route 58 at the Oswell Street intersection. The second option, Option 2, extends

northeasterly approximately to the AtchisonfTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks,

north of Panama Lane, and then travels east connecting with Vineland Road. The third option,

Option 3, travels northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and

Fairfax Road and then extends easterly connecting with Vineland Road.

The proposed project could be one of Alternatives 1 through 12 (Alternative A, B, C, A 1, A2,

A3, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2, or C3). Therefore, there are 12 project elternatives and the No­

Project Alternative, with no preferred alternative defined by KCOG at this time.

This Tier 1 EIR presents an analysis of the impacts associated with reserving the right-of-way

required for the proposed transportation corridor. At the present time no specific type of

transportation facility has been selected. The only issues that have been identified are the

need for the corridor and its general location. Several types of facilities which may be

appropriate to serve the area in the future, such as a freeway, light rail, HOV lanes, or other

transit uses. It is assumed that each use would dictate different right-of-way dimensions.

However, in order to provide an estimate of the approximate amount of land required for a

typical right-of-way, the following California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) highway

standards were used. A six-lane divided highway consisting of six 12-feet wide travel lanes,

a SO-feet wide median, and 10-feet wide shoulders on each side of the highway with an
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additional 30 feet between the edge of the highway and the right-of-way fence to allow for

frontage roads would require a right-of-way of 212 feet. Additionally, in areas needing

elevated road crossings or depression of the road, approximately 50 feet of additional right-of­

way would be needed on each side to compensate for the 2: 1 slope ratio required by Caltrans.

These areas would require a total right-of-way of approximately 312 feet. The actual facility

may require a larger or smaller right-of-way.

The western portion of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor is rural in character. with

a mix of residential. commercial, agricultural and oil-related uses. The eastern portion of the

highway is also rural in character with agricultural and some oil-related uses. The southwest

portion of metropolitan Bakersfield just north of the proposed corridor is highly developed with

residential, office. and commercial land uses. The South Beltway Transportation Corridor is

a planned strategic link in the highway network leading to and through Kern County and

metropolitan Bakersfield. Motorists traveling to and from the metropolitan Bakersfield area

could use the South Beltway Transportation Corridor if they originate or have destinations

along Interstate 5 or State Route 58. The corridor would facilitate goods movement.

intrastate travel, and subregional and local travel as a connection between Interstate 5 to

State Route 58. It would become one of the limited number of state highways that cross the

Sierra Nevada mountain range between Los Angeles and Sacramento and would be the most

direct route for motorists traveling between northern California. Interstate 15 (connecting to

Las Vegas), Interstate 40 (connecting to Arizona) and routes which are heavily used for

trucking.

Existing and projected residential development and employment. both within the corridor and

immediately adjacent to the corridor. are creating the need for additional highway capacity to

meet local circulation needs. This circulation demand is becoming particularly acute in the

western portion of the corridor which is becoming increasingly urbanized. The Bakersfield

2010 Metropolitan General Plan. Circulation Element, states that State Route 119 (Taft

Highway) is currently experiencing some congestion in addition to problems with heavy truck
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use. Increased regional demand would overload State Route 119 and may increase

congestion on State Route 58.

Existing traffic model runs indicate surface highways, streets, and roads adjacent to and near

the proposed route will be unable to accommodate the future anticipated traffic demand. It

is forecasted that at buildout of the land use plan, virtually all highways and major arterials

will operate at a volume exceeding 80 percent capacity. The ectual proposed corridor will

take several years to plan, finance, and build. The corridor is planned for construction

sometime after 2020.
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SECTION IV
SETIING. IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The following section provides a qualitative description of the affected environmental resource

areas and the potential impacts that may result from the proposed right-of-way and route

alignment of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor from Interstate 5 to State Route 58.

Typicel mitigation measures are recommended to reduce adverse and significant impacts,

however, actual mitigation measures will be determined at the time a construction project is
!Hwr"'_"w_,,",,~...._~__'ij f' ....~~'I\

environmentally cleared. \MJ!ti'li,jhfl(~S!!lffllWM_!t.it%l<_!!_\~li!ii:~Caltrans.,It5g~lutl!~.!<li

y~IRlI developer of the project will be responsible for the environmental clearance and the

mitigation. Depending on the project and when it is implemented, impacts and appropriate

mitigation measures may vary. The assessment of each issue is provided in the following

format:

•

•

•

•

Environmental Setting:

Environmental Impacts
and Alternatives Analysis: '

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Monitoring
Program:

The physical conditions, both natural and man-made,
of the general area which will be affected by the
proposed project.

Direct or primary effects and analysis of the project
alternatives. This section will describe impacts that
effect the general area. When there are site specific
impacts due to a particular alternative, those impacts
will be described following the general discussion.

Measures recommended to reduce adverse and
significant impacts.

Program for carrying out recommended mitigation
measures including mitigation responsibility and
project phase of mitigation.
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Environmental Setting. Impacts. and Mitigation Mea.ure.

A. TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOilS

EnvjronmBmai Setting

Topography

The topography of Kern County is quite varied. Slope of the natural terrain ranges from

virtually flat to vertical. The mountain ranges of the County provide the greatest variety of

topographic features from the rolling hills and deeply eroded canyons of the coast ranges to

the sharp granitic features of the Sierra Nevada. The project area is located in the San

Joaquin Valley, a relatively flat plain with minimal sloping.

Geology

The project alternatives are located at the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley (also known

as the Great Valley Geomorphic Province). In this area, the Valley is defined by the Sierra

Nevada and the Tehachapi Mountain Range on the east, the San Emigdio Range on the south,

and the Coast Range on the west. For the most part, the Kern County portion of the Valley

is a closed basin with no direct drainage to the Pacific Ocean; this is a result of bulge in the

Valley floor that stretches primarily east/west across the Valley near the northerly County

limits. Evidence of the Valley's existence as a marine basin as long ago as late Jurassic is

present in the early folding of the Sierra Nevada.

Erosion from both the Sierra Nevada and Coast Range has resulted in the deposition of

immense thicknesses of sediments in the valley. The thickness of sediments underlying the

area varies from about 3.300 feet near Delano and 7,000 feet near first point of measurement

on the Kern River to more than 3.500 feet in the Buena Vista Lake area.

Seismicity

The southern San Joaquin Valley. including most of Kern County, is considered a seismically

active area. Regional geologic features include the San Andreas Faults and associated faults

(Figure IV-1 I. These faults are listed under the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones. The last

major seismic activity on any of these faults was the 1952 White Wolf earthquake centered
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Environmental Setting. Impacts. and Mitigation Measures

on Wheeler Ridge. about 20 miles south of the project area. The White Wolf earthquake was

a 7.7 Richter Magnitude event. along with numerous aftershocks. Local seismic activity is

somewhat limited to an occasional fault or subsurface fault associated with local oil fields.

Earthquake epicenters are also removed from the project area except for local events nearby.

Two 4.0 to 4.9 Magnitude epicenters occurred along Enos Lane and a 3.0 to 3.9 Magnitude

event occurred along the Nord Road extension. Due to the relatively flat nature of the Valley

and South Beltway Transportation Corridor area. landslides are not considered a concern.

Soils

Information on Soils in the project area was obtained from two sources: the Soil Conservation

Service Northwest Soil Survey. and the Kern County Interim Farmland Map. The boundaries

of the two soil study areas are depicted in Figure IV-2.

Based on the Soil Conservation Service "Northwest Soil Survey" the majority of soils in the

project area are Kimberlina-Wasco soils. Small amounts of Panoche-Milham-Kimberlina soils

are located just north of State Route 11 9 along State Route 184 and Delano-Chanac soils are

located east of State Route 184 to State Route 58. The following specific soils are located

within the project area.

• 125 - Cajon Loamy Sand. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 127 - Cajon Sandy Loam. Overblown. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 174 - Kimberlina Fine Sandy Loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 179 - Kimberlina Fine Sandy Loam. Saline Alkali. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 211 - Panoche Clay Loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 214 - Panoche Clay Loam. Saline Alkali. 0 to 2 percent slopes
• 246 - Whitewolf Coarse Sandy Loam

These soils are all deep. nearly level. well-drained soils located on floodplains and alluvial fans.

alluvial plains and basin rims and are derived dominantly from granitic and sedimentary rocks.

Slopes are 0 to 2 percent at elevations ranging from 250 to 1.000 feet. The vegetation in

areas not cultivated is mainly annual grasses and forbs. The annual average precipitation for
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Environmental Setting. Impacts. and Mitigation Manure.

these soils is 6 to 8 inches. The average annual temperature ranges from 64 to 66 degrees

Fahrenheit and the average frost-free season is 250 to 300 days. Available water capacity

ranges from low to high. Run-off is slow and hazard of water erosion is slight.

The following provides a brief description of these soils:

Cajon Loamy Sand

Cajon Loam Sand is typically pale brown loamy sand about 9 inches thick. The upper

5 inches of the underlying material is light gray sand. and the lower part to a depth of

60 inches or more is stratified light brownish gray sandy loam. In some areas the

surface layer is sand. Permeability of this Cajon soil is rapid. Available water capacity

is low. Runoff is very slow. and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The hazard of

soil blowing is high. Effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Most areas of this

unit are used for irrigated crops. mainly alfalfa. cotton, grapes. and small grain.

Among the other crops grown are onions and potatoes. Some areas are used for urban

development.

Cajon Sandy Loam. Overblown

Cajon Sandy Loam, Overblown is pale brown sandy loam about 10 inches thick. The

upper 30 inches of the underlying material is light brownish gray loamy sand, and the

lower part to a depth of 60 inches or more is light gray sand. In some areas the

surface layer is loamy sand or fine sandy loam. Permeability of this Cajon soil is low

or moderate. Runoff is very slow. and the hazard of water erosion in none to slight.

The hazard of soil blowing is moderate and effective rooting depth is 60 inches or

more. Most areas of this unit are used for irrigated crops such as cotton. alfalfa, and

sugar beets. Among the other crops grown are grapes and almonds. Some areas are

used for homesite development and oil wells are common. This unit is suited to hay,

pasture and irrigated crops. Limitations of the soil include restricted available water

capacity. moderate hazard of soil blowing. and rare periods of flooding.
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Kimberlina Fine Sandy Loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes

This soil is brown fine sandy loam about 9 inches thick. The upper 36 inches of the

underlying material is pale brown fine sandy loam. and the lower part to a depth of 71

inches is pale brown silt loam. In some areas the surface layer is sandy loam or coarse

sandy loam. Permeability of this soil is moderate. Available water capacity is high.

runoff is slow. and the hazard of water erosion is slight. Effective rooting depth is 60

inches or more. Most areas of this unit are used for irrigated crops, mainly almonds,

alfalfa, cotton. and grapes. Among the other crops grown are potatoes, sugar beets,

pistachios, and onions. Some areas are used for irrigated pasture. limited livestock

grazing, and urban development.

Kimberlina Fine Sandy Loam. Saline Alkali. 0 to 2 percent slopes

This soil has a surface layer of brown fine sandy loam about 9 inches thick. The upper

36 inches of the underlying material is brown fine sandy loam. and the lower part to

a depth of 71 inches is pale brown silt loam. The soil is slightly to moderately saline­

alkali. In some areas the surface layer is loamy sand or sandy loam. Permeability of

this soil is moderately slow. Available water capacity is very low to moderate. Runoff

is slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. Effective rooting depth is 60 inches

or more. This unit is used for row and field crops such as cotton, alfalfa, and barley

and oil wells are common in some areas. This soils main limitation is its alkaline

condition.

Panache Clay Loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes

This soil is pale brown clay loam about 16 inches thick. The upper 20 inches of the

underlying material is pale brown loam, and the lower part at a depth of 60 inches or

more is light yellowish brown sandy clay loam and clay loam. In some areas the

surface layer is loam. Permeability of this soil is moderate. Available water capacity

is high to very high. runoff is very slow. and the hazard of water erosion is slight.

Effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Most areas of this unit are used for
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irrigated crops, mainly cotton, alfalfa, almonds, grapes, and pistachios. Among the

other crops grown are barley, oranges, blackeye beans, potatoes, sugar beets, and

sorghum. Some areas are used for livestock grazing and as homesites. This unit is

suitable for hay and pasture, irrigated crops, and livestock grazing. If this unit is used

for urban development, the main limitation is rare periods of flooding.

Panoche Clay Loam, Saline Alkali. 0 to 2 percent slopes

This soil has a surface layer of grayish brown clay loam about 21 inches thick. The

subsurface layer is light brownish gray clay loam about 6 inches thick. The underlying

material to a depth of 60 inches or more is pale brown clay loam. The soil is

moderately saline-alkali. In some areas the surface layer is loam. Permeability of this

Panoche soil is moderately slow. Available water capacity is moderate or high. Runoff

is slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. Effective rooting depth is 60 inches

or more. Toxic levels of boron may be present in places. This unit is used for irrigated

salt tolerant crops such as cotton, alfalfa, barley, sorghum, and sugar beets and for

irrigated pasture. Some areas are used for livestock grazing. This unit is suited to

irrigated pasture and row and field crops that are salt tolerant. It is limited mainly by

the saline-alkali condition of the soil. This unit is poorly suited to livestock grazing.

The production of vegetation suitable for livestock grazing is limited by low rainfall and

the saline-alkali condition of the soil.

Whitewolf Coarse Sandy Loam

Whitewolf Coarse Sandy Loam is brown coarse sandy loam about 11 inches thick.

The upper 32 inches of the underlying material is pale brown loamy sand, and the

lower part to a depth of 65 inches is pale brown loamy coarse sand and coarse sand.

In some areas the surface layer is loamy sand or sandy loam. Permeability of this

Whitewolf soil is rapid. Available water capacity is low. Runoff is slow, and the

hazard of water erosion is slight. Effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Most

areas of this unit are used for irrigated crops, mainly grapes. Among other crops
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grown are cotton, onions, and potatoes. This unit is suited to irrigated crops end is

limited mainly by the rapid permeability and low available water capacity of the soil.

Based on the Soil Conservation Service "Kern County Interim Farmland Map" there are

two sets of agricultural land definitions for farmland that appears in the project area.

The qualitative farmland interpretations are only available for that area of the county

covered by USDA soil survey information. Farmed lands outside the soil survey are

shown as Irrigated or Non-Irrigated.

Important farmland definitions for areas within USDA soil survey include:

• Prime Farmland: land with the best combination of physical and chemical
features for the production of agricultural crops;

• Farmland of Statewide Importance: land with a good combination of physical
and chemical features for the production of agricultural crops;

• Unique Farmland: Farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of
the State's leading cash crops; and

• Farmland of local Importance: No farmlands of local Importance were
identified for Kern County.

Interim definitions for area outside USDA soil survey include:

• Irrigated Farmland: Cropped lands with a developed irrigation water supply that
is dependable and of adequate quality; and

• Non-Irrigated Farmland: land on which agricultural commodities are produced
utilizing stored soil moisture.
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Additional definitions used in both areas include:

• Grazing Land: Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing
of livestock;

• Urban and Built-Up Land: Land occupied by structures or infrastructure to
accommodate a building density of at least one unit to one and one-half acres.
or approximately six structures to ten acres; and

• Other Land: Land which does not meet the criteria of any other category.

Figure IV-3 shows the above soil classifications in relation to the project area. Prime farmland

is of major importance in providing the nation's short- and long-range needs for food and fiber.

The acreage of high-quality farmland is limited. and the U.S. Department of Agriculture

recognizes that government at local. state. and federal levels. as well as individuals. must

encourage and facilitate the wise use of prime farmland.

Prime farmland soils. as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. are soils that are best

suited to producing food, seed. forage. fiber, and oilseed crops. Such soils have properties

that are favorable for the economic production of sustained high yields of crops. The soils

need only to be treated and managed using acceptable farming methods. Adequate moisture

and a sufficiently long growing season are required. Prime farmland soils produce the highest

yields with minimal units of energy and economic resources. and farming these soils results

in the least damage to the environment.

With the exception of Panoche Clay Loam, Saline Alkali, 0 to 2 percent slopes, all of the soils

in the project area are classified as meeting the requirements for prime farmland if water for

irrigation is available.
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Environmental Impacts

Alternatives 1-12 lA-C. A 1-C31

Topography

The proposed project would require the use of new land for a transportation corridor,

eventually causing chenges in elevation to the existing topography. Future construction of

the corridor will require additional grading and covering soil will be disturbed. As a result, the

roadbed may extend into areas where soils need to be supported to provide a stable base.

Additional fill may be needed for the construction of the South Beltway Transportation

Corridor et intersections of roads where either elevations or depressions would be needed.

Further research will be needed in the Tier 2 document before topographical impacts can

determined.

Seismicity

Construction - Development of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would have no

adverse effect on the seismicity of the area. In case of a major seismic event, however,

construction could be disrupted and structures damaged. Impacts to structures would be

similar to those that might occur during operation. The probability of an earthquake occurring

during construction is lower, however, than the probability of one occurring during operation

because of the shorter duration of construction. Although several minor subsurface faults are

crossed or approached by the proposed alternatives, no significant fault system or geologic

feature appears to be significantly affected.

An earthquake can also result in liquefaction of soils, which in turn could result in differential

settlement and damage to overlying structures. The potential for liquefaction at a site reflects

the intensity of groundshaking, the characteristics of the soils underlying the site, and the

depth of the water table. The predicted groundshaking intensity of the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor vicinity is sufficient to cause liquefaction. Soils underlying the

highway, however, are not susceptible to liquefaction. The soils underlying South Beltway

Transportation Corridor would be susceptible to liquefaction only if they were water-saturated
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within 30 feet of the ground surface (Kern County/Rosedale EIR. 1986). Perched groundwater

does not occur along the proposed project area. The water table in the study area is at a

depth of 50 feet. well below the 30-foot limit that could produce liquefaction. The

characteristics of the soils underlying the highway and the depth of the water table beneath

the highway indicated only a low potential for the occurrence of liquefaction during an

earthquake. Additionally, the alternatives are far enough away from the Kern River and other

sources of high groundwater so that liquefaction would not be a significant problem.

Operation - A major seismic event could disrupt operation of the South Beltway Transportation

Corridor. Adverse impacts from an earthquake result primarily from groundshaking. The

intensity of groundshaking at a particular site reflects the magnitude of the earthquake, the

distance of the site from the epicenter, and the characteristics of the soils underlying the site.

Damage to the South Beltway Transportation Corridor could result from severe groundshaking.

particularly from an earthquake along the Pond or White Wolf Fault systems. This damage

and the possible disruption of operations would be a significant adverse impact. Damage from

groundshaking of high intensity would probably be slight, however. for specially designed

structures.

The potential for and damage caused by liquefaction would be the same during the future

operation of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor as during the construction phase.

The proposed area is not at any greater risk from the adverse effects of an earthquake than

is any other similar route in the local area. Moreover, the project would be constructed to

comply with federal and state 1l1oliisiRli eesee itBB'IB»:I! intended to reduce the

possibility of damage from a seismic event.

Soils

Construction - According to the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan. nearly all soil

within and adjacent to the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor is classified as
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"prime agricultural land" • Preserving the right-of-way for and future construction of the South

Beltway Transportation Corridor will result in the direct loss of prime farmland, much of which

is presently being farmed. In addition, there is a potential growth-inducing and cumulative

impact caused by highway expansion resulting in loss of additional prime agricultural land to

urban and suburban uses. However, those areas commined by General Plan designation are

limited to areas within the City of Bakersfield General Plan area. It is not possible to preserve

land for a future right-of-way for the corridor that would not traverse prime agricultural land

because prime agricultural land surrounds the entire project area. The physical and

engineering characteristics of these soils, particularly drainage capacity and the low to

moderate potential for expansion, would have Iinle to no effect on construction because the

soils are unsaturated.

Operation - No adverse impact on soils would result from operation of the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor because no additional ground-disturbing activity beyond construction

would occur. The unsaturated nature of soils underlying the project area and the depth of the

water table indicate linle potential for soils having any adverse impact on operations.

Moreover, engineering design would comply with all federal, state, and local design codes to

ensure that soil characteristics would have no adverse impact on operations.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce impacts related to topography.

1. Regrade and revegetate disturbed areas outside the transportation corridor limits.

The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce impacts related to seismicity.

1. Seismic impacts shall be mitigated by developers through engineering design of the
proposed facility in compliance with Federal and State regulations intended to minimize
damage from seismic activities considered typical of the area.
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The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce impacts related to soils.

1. Development of other agricultural lands not currently in use.

There are no known mitigation measures that would reduce impacts on prime agriculture soils.

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, no alternative route alignments would avoid

transversing prime agricultural soil.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternatives. The existing topography

would be changed slightly by the proposed alternatives. Minor grading and excavation as well

as fill for the construction of any elevated roads may be needed, but any changes would be

less-than-significant. As the table indicates, all alternatives except the "no project"

alternative, will impact the soils by removing and disturbing prime agricultural land.

. AIM Exiotlno Topoo,';';iw .. '. .' . .... Imp_ on S......lcIty

A Ve. V•• No
B Ve. Ve. No
C Ve. Vee No
A1 Ve. V•• No
A2 V•• Vee No
A3 Ve. Ve. No
B1 Ve. Ve. No
B2 Ve. Ve. No
B3 Ve. Ve. No
C1 Ve. Ve. No
C2 Ve. V•• No
C3 Ve. Ve. No
No Project No No No

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with topography, geology, and soils.
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Po_dolly Slgnlfl-... Progr.... lIhponolbllltyl
Slgnlll-.t AcIv... After Mldgatlon Report
Imp_ MltIgadon Ma..ur.. Mldgadon Iladplant Prolaot Ph_

Oisturb.nce of R.gr.de and Revegetate Inlignificant Project Developer City of During end
covering loil disturbed .r8al outside Bak.f.field/ Kern County after

highway facility limits construction

Oameo. to the Engineered design of Insignificant Project Developer City of During project
South Beltwav proposed project to Bak.refialdl Kern County d••ign
Transportation comply with Federal and
Corridor due to State regulation.
.ever. intended to minimize
groundshaking damage from ••iemic

activiti•• considered
typical of the .re.

Lo.. of Prime Development of other Significant City of Bake..fieldl Kern During right-
Agriculturel Lend agricultural land. not Countyl Own.... aff.cted of·way

currently in use acquisition

B. AIR QUALITY

Environmental Setting

The following information regarding air quality was obtained from the Kern County Air

Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) 1990 Annual Report and staff. The Kern County Air

Pollution Control District is now part of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control

District but remains a distinct entity dealing with the easterly portion of the County.

The project area is situated in the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. a

basin approximately 250 miles in length and 120 miles wide. It extends from the crest of the

Sierra Nevada Mountains west to the crest of the Coast Range and includes the floor of the

San Joaquin Valley (SJV).

Meteorological conditions. combined with the geographic configuration of the San Joaquin

Valley Air Basin, produce conditions favorable for the development of air pollution. principally

as a result of "inversions". Rising air becomes trapped below a warmer air layer. forming an

inversion layer. Typically. in the summer months, downward vertical air movement

compresses and heats the air, causing a subsidence inversion. Winter inversions are formed
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by the air cooled by contact with the earth at night. When inversion conditions exist, vertical

transport and dispersion is hindered, causing pollutants to accumulate.

Air pollution in Kern County is caused by emissions from stationary and mobile sources

located within the County. According to the KCAPCD 1990 Annual Report, stationary source

emissions account for approximately 88 percent of reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions and

13 percent of carbon monoxide emissions in the SJV portion of the County. Petroleum

production is a major source of these pollutants. Mobile source emissions account for

approximately 12 percent of ROG emissions, and 87 percent of carbon monoxide emissions

in the SJV portion of the County.

An additional cause of high pollutant concentrations in Kern County is the generally prevailing

wind patterns in the San Joaquin Valley. Pollutants from throughout the Valley are carried

to the Bakersfield area by the prevailing northwest winds and back up against the Tehachapi

and Sierra Nevada Mountains. As a result, air quality in the southern Valley is often very poor

on days when the rest of the Valley does not suffer from residual pollutant concentrations.

As a result, the SJV portion of Kern County has exceeded the California Ambient Air Quality

Standards (CAAQS) for ozone more than 120 days per year since 1987 (KCAPCD 1990

Annual Report). Oil and gas production sources are the primary contributors of ozone

·precursors· (oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases) in the SJV portion of the county;

mobile sources and transport from the South Coast and the SJV are the most significant

contributors to the desert's ozone problem (Kern County Air Pollution Control District Annual

Report, 1990). The SJV portion of Kern County experienced 46 daily exceedences of the

federal ozone standard in 1987, 56 in 1988, and 42 in 1989.

The study area for the proposed project is located in Metropolitan Bakersfield, with the

Chester and Edison Avenue monitoring stations closest to the site. An additional station is

located north of Bakersfield in the suburb of Oildale. The Chester Avenue station is located
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in the center of the city and the Edison Avenue station is located in eastern Bakersfield. The

highest concentretion for ozone at these stations es well as the total number of days

exceeding the federal and state ozone standards in 1989 are shown in Table IV-1 .

. -, ":''''..w~, , ___ , __. .
.

,ofv_.

. .' : : - . ~ . Stata Standard

Cheate, Str••t 0.14 4 68

Edison 0.18 27 102

Oildala 0.13 1 34

County Summary 0.18 42 132

• PPM i8 the parte per million by volum•.
Source: California Air Re.ource. Board. Summary of 1989 Air Quality D8t8.

Ambient concentrations of air contaminants are measured within the city and compared to

federal and state standards to determine air quality. These standards are set by the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) at

levels to protect public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. There are

federal and state ambient air quality standards for ozone. CO. N02. PM10. 502. and lead.

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) has failed to attain

the ozone standard. This reflects in large part the uncertainties and inaccuracies of the

predictive modelling processes that had forecast ozone air quality standard attainment by

1982.

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) measures

compliance with other state' standards: sulfates. hydrogen sulfide. vinyl chloride. and

visibility. These standards are listed in Table IV-2.
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'01'01~, ..... l••••••••••••·••••••••• /i
•••••••••••••••••••••

•.........
/ /

·.. ii·i···i·...·..·.· ..··i ii ......11III.•.•• <<••• i··.··'·..·.....··... ..
Conwnln..,to S.., Jollquln v....y So_Deowt

Ozone NonBttllinmllflt NonsttBinment

Carbon Monoxide (metropolitan) NonllttsinmBnt Uncla.sified

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment

PM10 Nonlltt.inment Nonstttlinment

lead

ill
Attainment Attainment

ii i .. ·······················•········.· iii' •••• <.... < .. <

Ozone Nonllttllinrmmt Nonsttsinment

Carbon Monoxide tmetropolitan) NonlJttsinlTNnt Uncles.ifiad

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment

PM10 Nonllttainmflflt Nonarminment

Leed Attainment Attainment

Sulfete Uncles.ifiad Attainment

Hydrogen Sulfide Uncla••ified Uncl•••ified

Vinyl Chloride Unclel.ified Unclassified

Visibility Uncl.s.ified Unclas.ifiad

Source: KCAPCD Annuel Report 1990
·Unclassified"' denote. II lack of dete sufficient to make a d••ignation.

The Federal government through the EPA, established the National Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS) under the provisions of its Clean Air Act (CAA). In states where these

standards are exceeded, the EPA requires the preparation of air quality attainment plans for

meeting the standards, with federal sanctions for those who fail to adequately plan for

attainment. These plans. are to be prepared by local agencies designated by the governor of

each state snd incorporated into a State Implementation Plan (SIP).
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Kern County is an ozone nonattainment area and must submit plans to show attainment of

the standards by the earliest practicable date. These plans are subject to CARB approval.

The district board must determine if identified strategies are cost-effective and will facilitate

attainment. Plans must achieve district-wide emission reductions of 5 percent or more per

year averaged every consecutive three years and must contain contingency measures to be

implemented if the district does not achieve mandated milestones. Districts in the same air

basin must cooperate in developing consistent plans. The degree and extent of requirements

of the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) for a given district depend on the level of severity of

a district's air quality problems. All of Kern County is considered nonattainment area with

respect to ozone and PM 10. The Bakersfield Metropolitan Area is considered nonattainment

for Carbon Monoxide. Ozone nonattainment in the San Joaquin Valley portion is classified

"severe" while the non-transported ozone is the Southwest Desert portion is classified as

"serious· .

The Kern County Southeast Desert and San Joaquin Valley Air Quality Attainment Plans

contain:

1. A permit program providing for no net increase in emissions for all new or
modified sources;

2. Application of best available retrofit control technology to existing sources;

3. Reasonably available transportation control measures;

4. Provisions to develop area and indirect source control programs;

5. Provisions to develop and maintain an emissions inventory system;

6. Provisions for a public information program; and

7. Transportation control measures to substantially reduce the rate of increase in
passenger vehicle trips and miles traveled per trip.

Additionally, the following apply to the San Joaquin Velley:
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1. Transportation control measures to achieve, during weekday commute hours,
an average of 1.5 or more persons per passenger vehicle by 1999 and no net
increase in vehicle emissions after 1997;

2. Measures to achieve the use of a significant number of low-emission vehicles
by fleet operators; and

3. Measures to reduce population exposures to excess pollutant levels when
compared to exposures experienced during 1986 through 1988:

• At least 25 percent by December 31, 1994,
• At least 40 percent by December 31, 1997, and
• At least 50 percent by December 31,2000.

The CAA also specifies conformity review for transportation facilities. The CAA empowers

the EPA Administrator to withhold, condition. or restrict grants for public transportation

facilities that may contribute, directly or indirectly, to an increase in emissions of any

pollutants which would interfere with. or be inconsistent with, the State Implementation Plan

(SIP). In addition. CAA requires that federal actions, including those delegated to state and

local agencies. conform to the SIP. The assurance of conformity is the affirmative

responsibility of the head of each federal agency. A Metropolitan Planning Organization may

not approve any project, program or plan which does not conform to the SIP.

The State of California established ambient air quality standards for the state known as the

California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). These standards are generally more

stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporated additional standards for

air contaminants. California has established the CARB to regulate mobile eir pollution sources

(such as motor vehicles) and oversee the functions of local air pollution control districts and

air quality management districts, which administer air quality activities at the regional and

county levels throughout the state. California has also established a mechanism for air quality

planning and enforcement to attain the CAAQS.

Air quality along South Beltway Transportation Corridor will be monitored by the SJVUAPCD.
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The SJVUAPCD has the authority to issue permits for stationary sources of air pollution,

develop and enforce air quality rules and regulations, and promulgate air quality improvement

plans.

Environmental Impacts

Alternatives 1-1 2 IA-C, A l-C3!

The impacts of the proposed project on the local and regional air quality are dependent on the

emissions increase or decrease attributable to the project. Impacts on air quality are

considered to be significant if the proposed project's emissions cause an exceedence of the

ambient standard or make a measurable increase to an existing exceedence of an air quality

standard. Impacts can be separated into two categories: a) local. and b) regional. Local and

regional impacts could result from construction and operation of the proposed project.

Local

Construction - Construction of the project would produce two types of air contaminants:

exhaust emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil

movement. Construction impacts would occur for the entire length of the construction phase

of the proposed project.

An air quality analysis of the construction activities will need to be completed before

construction begins. to ensure that construction emissions will meet the San Joaquin Valley

Unified Air Pollution Control District standards. The study should include average dust

emission factors for construction activities (dust from grading, dirt roads, etc.) and dust

control measures that can be used to reduce dust levels.

Operation - Emission sources include construction vehicles. fugitive dust. and user vehicles.

Air contaminants include carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nonmethane carbons, NOx, Sox,

and particulates. However, existing arterials paralleling the freeway, including would

experience a decline in traffic volume and may experience a decline in vehicular emissions.
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The built project may contribute to upgrading the air quality in the areas immediately adjacent

to it by relieving traffic congestion and. as a result. reduce incomplete combustion emissions.

such as hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide due to idling cars in traffic. Specifically. the

construction of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor will relieve vehicle congestion and

produce fewer hours of travelling in traffic. The slower traffic flows. the more incomplete

combustion emissions are released. The construction of the corridor would decrease idling

time which would reduce incomplete combustion emissions. However, complete combustion

related emissions such as nitrogen oxides may increase.

Regional

The region-wide impact of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor would most

likely be a slight decline in emissions. Although the number of vehicles using the road may

increase in number. the daily vehicle hours would decrease. as would total daily miles of

congestion. This is indicative of smoother traffic flow. with fewer stops and less idling time.

which would all reduce emissions. A transportation corridor is considered a growth inducing

project. The availability of freeway access or other modes of transportation may affect the

growth rate of the area. beyond what has been projected. Therefore. emissions may increase

due to population increases indirectly related to the proposed corridor.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce air quality impacts related to

construction activities.

- 1. Fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by construction contractors with regular
watering or other airborne dust reduction measures in compliance with the
SJVUAPCD. Wetting may reduce fugitive dust emissions by approximately 50
percent.

2. The developer shall be responsible for the tuning up of all construction machinery to
manufacturers' specifications.

3. Construction activities should be phased and scheduled by the developer(s) to avoid
emission peaks. Construction should be discontinued during first stage smog alerts.
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4. Stockpiles of soil and similar materials shall be protected from wind erosion.

5. In sensitive areas. a temporary wall of sufficient height to reduce windblown dust shall
be erected by developers during construction.

6. An air quality anelysis of construction activities shall be completed prior to
construction to ensure that construction emissions meet the SJVUAPCD standards.

7. Encourage alternative modes of transportation such as bicycle pathways near the
proposed right of way and HOV lanes.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternatives. The table indicates that

each route alternative will alter the existing air quality. Every alternative will create additional

emissions to the current air conditions. The No Project alternative will have greater impacts

on the air quality than Alternatives 1 through 12. Slower traffic speeds in condensed areas

promote higher amounts of emissions. Smoother traffic flow resulting from the any of the

project alternatives would reduce air emissions resulting in an overall improvement in air

quality both locally and regionally.

A
B
C
A1
A2
A3
B1
B2
B3
C1
C2
C3
No Project

V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••

V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
Vo.
Vo.
V••

V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••
V••

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with air quality.
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Po_dolly
Slgnlftoont
Adv.... Imp.eta

Exhaust
emi••ione from
con8truction
equipment and
fugitive duet
generated •••
r.ault of loil
movement

Mldgsdon M...ur..

Fugitive dUlt aminion••han b.
controlled by construction
contractora with regula, watering
or other airborne dUlt reduction
me.sur•• in compliance with the
SJVUAPCO. Wetting may reduce
fugitive dUlt aminione by
IIpproximately 50 percent

The developer shall be ,••paneibls
for the tuning up of ell
construction machinery to
manufacturers' specification

Construction activities should ba
phaa8d and 8cheduled by the
daveloper(l} to avoid eminion
peaks. Conetruction Ihould be
discontinued during the Hcond
firet 8tage arnog alert.

Slgnlftoonos
After
Mldgsdon

Insignificant

Inlignificant

Insignificent

Prog,...
Ruponolbility/
MltIgsdon ll8port
II8oipl8nt

Project Ceveloperl
SJVUAPCD

Project
CeveloperlProjact
Sponlor

Project
OevaloperlProject
Sponlor

Pro)sot
Ph...

Prior to and
during
construction

Prior to
construction

Prior to end
during
construction

Stockpiles of soil and similar
materiall Ihall be protected from
wind erosion

In sensitive areal, II temporary
wall of sufficient height to reduce
windblown dust shall be erected
during construction

An air quality analysis of
construction activities shall be
completed to ensure that
construction emissions me.t the
SJVUAPCD otenderdo
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C. HYDROLOGICAL RESOURCES

Environmental Setting

Surface Hydrology

Water resources in the area of the proposed project include groundwater. the Kern River. the
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State Water Project and the Federal Central Valley Project. The principal use of water in the

area served by the Kern County Water Agency is irrigated agriculture. A recent summary of

utilization of the area water was tabulated by the Kern County Water Agency for its 1991

annual report. This information is presented in Table IV-3. In addition to these tabulated

sources, local streams and effective precipitation (the portion of the area's rainfall which is

of crop or groundwater recharge benefit) supply an additional 175,200 acre-feet per year of

water.

Souroe of W.w Ground Wet.r
Supply Irrlgetlld Agriculture Municipal and lndua1Jlal Reoh_ge Total

Kern River 230 10e 337

Centrel Velley 203 1 204
Project

St8te Water Project 37 36 e 80

Groundwater 1,892 98 1,990

TOTAL 2.382 1311 114 2.811

Source: Weter Supply Report 1991 prepared by Kern County Water Agency

The Kern River originates in groups of glacial lakes near Mount Whitney and has two principle

tributaries, the North and South Forks, which meet in Lake Isabella. Isabella Dam and

Reservoir, completed by the Army Corps of Engineers in 1954, is the major flood protection

facility 810ng the Kern River. Holding back a maximum of 570,000 acre-feet of water, this

earthfill dam is 185-feet high and 1,695-feet long.

From its source at the base of Mt. Whitney to its terminus at the Buena Vista Lake Bed, the

Kern River drains 2,382 square miles, 820 square miles of which are in Kern County. The

elevational drop and length of the Kern River makes it one of the most rapidly descending

rivers in the nation. The large drainage area and rapid flow has resulted in considerable flood
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Caliente Creek Stream Group outlets has resulted in damages over the past 30 years. These

damages are the result of encroachment of development on an existing floodplain without

adequate flood protection measures.

The greatest risk of flooding in the proposed project area is in the east portion (near Lamont

and Arvin), where damage due to flooding of valley lands has been affected by two main

factors: 1) the frequency and magnitude of flooding; and 2) development within the existing

floodplain. The Caliente Creek floodplain is not a defined channel due to flat topography in

the Lamont area. Among the floodplain management techniques utilized by the County in this

area is a requirement for the lowest floor level in habitable structures within the floodway

fringe to be at least one foot above the base (1 OO-year) flood elevation. The utilization of

levees and flowage easements, as proposed in the Caliente Creek Flood Control Project, is

also under consideration.

With the development of the Isabella Dam and Reservoir, and the subsequent floodplain

management practices by Kern County and the City of Bakersfield, the hazards from a 100­

year flood are minimal for the Bakersfield metropolitan area. However, the Caliente Creek

floodplain will continue to experience flooding until the Caliente Creek Flood Control Project

is implemented.

Water Quality

Surface water quality in the proposed project area is generally good to excellent and is well

within the limits for both domestic and irrigation uses. Table IV-4 displays water quality data

for three sources: the Kern River as it enters the San Joaquin Valley, the Friant-Kern Canal at

Friant, and the State Water Project as recorded near Kettleman City.

Current data indicate that the quality of Basin groundwater is highly variable. While

groundwater from the west side of the valley has high mineral concentrations and is

categorized as sodium sulfate or sodium chloride types, the east side groundwater is generally
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good. The groundwater in the east is primarily of the bicarbonate type, either sodium

bicarbonate or calcium bicarbonate. Although the east side groundwater is of somewhat

lower quality than Kern River water, the primary historical recharge source; its chemical

characteristics are similar. Overall, the east side groundwater is very usable, even though its

quality decreases in areas farther from the river due to limited recharge in the less permeable

deposits.

Enyironmental Impacts

Alternatives 1-1 2 lA-C. A l-C31

For the purpose of this document, an impact is considered to be a physical change in the

existing hydrological environment. An impact is considered to be significant if it meets the

following criteria:

• The project results in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns or the rate and
amount of surface runoff;

• The project results in discharge into surface waters or a reduction in surface water
quality including, but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity or
contaminant levels; or

• The project results in a change in the quantity and quality of ground waters.

The development of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would result in increased

impervious surfaces (proposed total right-of-way would range from approximately 21 2 to 312

feet). which in turn would generate increased amounts of oil, fuel. and other chemicals being

deposited on the roadway. During periods of precipitation, these materials would enter

adjacent drainages and ultimately be allowed to percolate into the ground. This may result

in some alteration of groundwater quality, depending on the amount of runoff generated.

The Bakersfield 2010 General Plan (March 1990) does not make reference to the quality of

surface runoff into local drainages. However, this omission is not likely due to evidence that

runoff is not degraded, but rather that this potential source of pollution has not yet been
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perceived as a problem and scientifically investigated. The City of Bakersfield and the County

of Kern are in the process of applying to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control

Board for a joint storm water permit in order to comply with the National Pollution Discharge

Elimination System (NPDES) program; the first step in a congressionally-mandated program

directed at water runoff pollution. proposed by the United States Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) for cities with more than 100,000 population to be required to detail their

systems for collecting storm water, gauge the pollutants in the runoff, and propose measures

for handling pollutants (Los Angeles Times, 1988). The program has been proposed in

response to nation-wide concerns that pesticides. fertilizers, oil. and other street residues

collected in storm drainage systems are polluting surface waters as they are washed into

streams and lakes.

Development of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Route would convert currently

undeveloped and farmed areas to transportation uses. Some of the areas proposed for

development lie within the 100-year floodplain. The greatest risk of flooding in the project

area occurs south of Bakersfield in the Lamont/Arvin area. Factors attributed to this risk

include the lack of flood control facilities along the Caliente Creek Channel such as dams and

levees, and development within the existing floodplain.

The Kern County Engineering Surveying Services Department notes that highway development

may result in alteration of drainage patterns. This would occur primarily wherever the

roadway is elevated or depressed. However, any activity, including construction of the

roadway at-grade. could also result in drainage pattern changes. Without proper collection,

downstream properties could be inundated with a concentrated flow.

Proper collection for surface water runoff would be required to avoid adverse impacts. An

elevated or at-grade road would require runoff to be directed to culverts or other structures

for dispersion downstream from the collection points or to be directed to a sump for

percolation purposes. A depressed roadway would require collection of overland flow to be
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directed to a low point for percolation or transported across the facility. The project sponsor

would be required to utilize assessment districts or public improvement districts to defray or

finance costs of needed facilities in already improved areas in order to remain consistent with

the General Plan overall strategy of requiring those who benefit from infrastructure

improvements to fund those improvements.

Surface hydrology may be significantly affected by the construction of the proposed project.

Based on tile State ef GalifeFRia gellaFtFReRt ef TFaRSlleFtatieR (Caltrans~ highway standards,

the proposed corridor route would require a total right-of-way which would range from

approximataly 212 to 312 feet. Anticipated construction activities would include paving,

overlaying existing pavement, widening of some roadway/bridge structures, modifying traffic

signals, modifying existing roadway drainage facilities, and construction of new concrete

curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The degree or significance of the impacts will depend on the

ultimate design and specific location of the highway.

Alternatives A. B, C, A2. A3. B2. B3 C2, and C3

In the vicinity of the eastern portion of the project area (the LamontlWeedpatch area) the

general path of flood waters is to the west southwest. The eastern portions of Alternatives

A, B, C, A2, A3, B2, B3, C2, and C3 could affect the path of these flood waters.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to hydrological

resources.

1. The City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern shall comply with the regulations set
forth by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCBI. Central Valley
Region. If applicable, the Quality of surface runoff shall meet the narrative water
quality objectivas specified in tha NPDES permit and the narrative and numerical water
quality objectives in the 1991 California Inland Surface Waters Plan.

2. The applicant shall comply with the regulations and guidelines contained in the Kern
County Floodplain Management Ordinance and the Kern County Zoning Ordinance.
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Plant Communitill

The ·roadway· assessment of natural plant communities occurring within the proposed

Transportation South Beltway Transportation Corridor right-of-way determined that land uses

adjacent to the South Beltway Transportation Corridor are comprised of natural lands and

urban, agricultural and oil industry uses. Plant communities which occur on natural lands

within the South Beltway Transportation Corridor include Valley Sink Scrub and Great Valley

Mesquite Scrub (nomenclature follows ·Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural

Communities of California. Holland, R.F., 1986,· published by the Non-game Heritage

Program, California Department of Fish and Game). The communities are further described

below and their locations are depicted on Figure IV-5.

Valley Sink Scrub historically occurred around the lakes of the southern San Joaquin Valley

in heavily saline or alkaline clay soils having a high ground water table. The community is

best described as an open to dense scrubland dominated by alkali-tolerant plants of the family

Chenopodiaceae such as iodine bush lAllenrolfea occidenta/is) and sea-blite (Sueda spp.). An

herbaceous understory is typically absent, though a sparse cover of red brome (Bromus

rubens) is occasionally present. Other plant species which are found in this community

include recurved larkspur (De/phinium recurvatum), saltgrass (Distich/as spicata) and Mojave

red sage (Kochina ca/ifornica). This community has been largely extirpated, but does persist

in several areas within the southern portion of the City of Bakersfield's planning area.

Great Valley Mesquite Scrub was once widely distributed within the San Joaquin Valley where

the community occurred on sandy loams of alluvial origin. The community is dominated by

mesquite IProsopis g/andu/osa torreyanal and desert saltbush lAtrip/ex po/ycarpa) while

understories support various introduced annuals, especially red brome. This community has

also been largely extirpated, but a stand with excellent habitat quality does occur just south

of the Taft Highway approximately one mile east of Interstate 5.
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Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Much of the remaining portion of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor right-of­

way is in or adjacent to agricultural production. Although these lands do not typically support

natural vegetation communities, when they are allowed to lie fallow they often support Non­

native Grassland.

Non-native Grassland is the most widespread community in the San Joaquin Valley. Its

component species were introduced during the era of Spanish colonization and were

well-established in the Valley prior to the onset of agricultural and industrial development.

The annual grasses which dominate this community provide a dense to sparse groundcover

and are often associated with numerous species of showy, native annual wildflowers,

especially in years of favorable rainfall. The grasses and flowers germinate with the onset of

the late fall rains. Growth, flowering, and seed-set occur during winter and spring. With few

exceptions, the plants die by the summer while the species persist as seeds until the following

winter rains.

Native plant species found in the Non-native Grassland community include the California

poppy (Esehseho/tzia ea/ifornieusl, alkali peppergrass (Lepidium dietyotum) , baby blue eyes

(Nemophila menzies;'). fescues (Vulpia meqa/ura, V. mierostaehysl and various subspecies of

lupine (Lupinus spp.l, gilia (Gi/ia spp.l. and tarweeds (Hemizonia spp.). Non-native species

which typically occur in this community include wild oats (Avena barbata, A. fatua), filarees

(Erodium botrys. E. eireutarium), bromes (Sromus mol/is, S. rigidus, S. rubens) and Italian

ryegrass (Lo/ium mu/tiflorum).

Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife species which may be expected in the Valley Sink Scrub and Great Valley Mesquite

Scrub located south of the Taft Highway include sensitive species such as San Joaquin kit fox

(Vu/pes macrotis mutieal, blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambe/ia si/usl, Tipton kangaroo rat

(Dipodomys nitratoides) and San Joaquin antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus ne/som).
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Since Velley Sink Scrub. Great Valley Mesquite Scrub and other southern San Joaquin Valley

natural vegetation communities have been largely eliminated. these remaining areas of natural

land have high habitat value to the aforementioned sensitive species and many more common

species. These areas often function as "refugia" or "ecological islands· within a landscape

dominated by agriculture and other industrial and urban land uses.

Most of the land located within the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor is in

agricultural use. Various predatory birds including red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),

American kestrel (Falco sparverius) and burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) utilize these lands

as foraging habitat since many agricultural crops support substantial populations of rodents.

Other species of birds may also utilize agricultural areas. Western kingbird (Tyrannus

verticalis) •mourning dove (Zenaidura macroura). western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta). and

Brewers' blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephafus) are often observed foraging in or over these

areas.

Few birds nest in these agricultural habitats•.but these areas do provide food. refuge, and

sites to breed and care for young for several species of resident mammals. California ground

squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyll, black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus califomicus), California vole

(Microtus califomicus) , western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megafotis). and house

mouse (Mus musculus) often occur in the agricultural crops that are produced in the vicinity

of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor. Coyote (Canis latrans) and San

Joaquin kit fox often enter these areas to hunt the aforementioned species.

Although wildlife utilization of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor agricultural lands is

often substantial. the "edge" habitats created by unplowed agricultural field boundaries.

vegetated roadsides and other areas containing strips of unmanaged vegetation. provide

higher value wildlife habitat. These areas are not usually subject to regularity or magnitude

of disturbance that agricultural fields experience. Consequently, wildlife populations in these

South Beltway Transportation Corridor. May 1994 IV -40



Environmental Setting. Impects. end Mitigetlon Meesures

habitats can occasionally increase to relatively high numbers over a period of years. whereas

populations in agricultural fields are often decimated by harvesting operations and must rely

on recruitment of individuals from adjacent edge habitats. The species previously described

for agricultural lands also occur in the edge habitats. In addition, a number of other species,

including the endangered Tipton kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides) may also be found in

these habitats.

Non-native Grassland occurring on fallow agricultural land within the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor also provides high value wildlife habitat, but may not support the

population densities of the edge habitats due to the temporal nature of this community on

these lands. Only when these lands are allowed to remain fallow for a number of years do

the populations increase to levels that approach the carrying capacity of the habitat.

Sensitive Species

A number of sensitive species have been recorded within the City of Bakersfield planning area

and are identified in the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan (Table IV-5). Since the

South Beltway Transportation Corridor occurs primarily within this planning area, each of the

species recorded from this area may potentially occur within the new proposed highway

right-of-way. For the purposes of this document, these sensitive status species are defined

to include the following:

• Federally listed, proposed and candidate threatened and endangered species (Title 50,
Code of Federal Regulations Part 17.11 and 17.12);

• State of California listed and candidate threatened and endangered species (1992);

• State of California fully protected species which, while they are not listed as
threatened or endangered, are protected by provisions of the Fish and Game Code of
California (1992);

• State of California listed rare species (1992);

• Species of special concern to the California Department of Fish and Game (1992); and
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• Plants listed by the California Native Plant Society (1988).

Although available data indicate there are no known records of sensitive plant species within

the new proposed highway right-of-way. there are records of San Joaquin wooly-threads

(Lembertia congdonil1. Hoover's wooly-star (Eriastrum hoovenl, recurved larkspur (Delphinium

recurvatum) and Bakersfield cactus (Opuntia treleasill within the project vicinity.

< •••••_i8,:/2·····.·· I~C2i// •• ~I!x·X •.•.···••·•·••.
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Planu

Annual 8altbuah Atripl." Ipp. FC2 - -
Bakersfield 8altbush A triplex tulllt'BnSis FC2 CE 18

California jew.lliows, C.ulsnthus clllifomicus FE CE 18

Slough thiltl. Cirs;um crusicule FC2 - -
Hiapid Birds-beak. Cordylanthus mol/is hispidus FC2 - 18

Recurved larkspur Delphinium 'flcurv.tum FC2 - -
Kern mallow Ersl71IIlchB k.m,ms;s FE - 18

Hoover'8 wooly-etar ErilJStrum hoovttri FT -- 18

Comanche Point leyis Layi. IwcoplJppe FC2 - 18

San Joaquin wooly threads (emb.m. congdoni; FE - 18

Baker.field cactu8 Opunti. tre/esse; FE CE 18

Anim".

T,icolored blackbird A(JBfllius tricolor FC2 CSC -
Sen Joaquin antelope aquirrel AmmospermopM/us n.lsDni FC2 CT -
Silvery tegle•• lizard Anniell. pulchr. - CSC -
Pellid bet AnuDZDus pllllidus - CSC -
Burrowing owl Athene cunicuillrill - eSC -
San Joaquin tiger beetle Cicinde/. tr8nquebllric8 FC2 - -

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 IV·42



Environmenbl Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Western pond turtle Clemmys marmor.tII FPE CSC -
Giant kangaroo rat Dipodomys ;ngefls FE CE -
Short-nosed kangaroo rat Oipodomys nitrlltoidBS brevin.sus FC2 CSC -
Tipton kangaroo rat Oipodomys nitratoid.. FE CE -
Blunt-nosed leopard lizard GBmbelia sl1us FE CE -
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludoviciaflus FC2 - -
Sen Joaquin whipenek.e MBSticophis fllI(Jellum ruddocki - CSC -
Tulare gra.shopper moue. Onychomy8 torddus tul.fefls;s - CSC -
San Joaquin pocket moue. Pefognathus ;nomlltus FC2 - -
California homed lizard Phrynosomll corontltum frontllle - CSC -
Western sped.foot SCllphiopus hammondii - CSC -
American badge, TIIXidslI laxus - CSC -
LeCont.'. thr.sher ToxostOmll 'BCont.; - CSC _.

San Joequin kit fox VulplIs macroDs mutjcII FE CT -
St.tu8 Cod••
FE Federally liated 8S Endangered
FT Federally listed e. Threatened
FC2 Candidate specie. under review for federal listing. Category 2 includes species for which the USFWS

presently has 80ma information indicating that proposing to list them .s threatened or endangered
8pecill may ba appropriate, but for which further biological re8earch i8 needed to determine biological
vulnerability and threats.

CE Listed .8 Endangered by the State of California
CT Listed a8 Threatened by the State of California
CSC California Specie8 of Special Concern
List 1B Planta li8ted a8 rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere by tha California Native

Plant Society. All plants on thi8 li8t meet tha definitions of Section 1901. Chapter 10 (Native Plant
Protection) of the California Department of Fi8h and Geme Code.

Source: -Metropolitan BIIk.r.field 2010 General Plan.- Msrch 1990.

San Joaquin wooly-threads is an annual herb that produces several, frequently- branching

stems which arise from a common base. The small yellow disk-flowers bloom from March
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to April. The species is typically found in drifted alkaline sand or clay soils in areas supporting

Non-native Grassland or Valley Saltbush Scrub at elevations between 250 to 2500 feet. In

addition. this member of the sunflower family (Compositae) may appear only in years of

greater than normal rainfall.

Hoover's wooly-star is an annual herb belonging to the phlox family (Polemoniaceae). This

species produces many wire-like branches supporting small white flowers that bloom from

February to May. It is endemic to the southern San Joaquin Valley and adjoining South Coast

Renges from Kern to Fresno County where it grows in the sandy soils of the rolling plains.

The species is typically associated with Valley Saltbush Scrub and Valley Sink Scrub below

500 feet in elevation.

Recurved larkspur is a member of the crowfoot family (Ranunculaceae). This species has

shallow. woody. fibrous roots and red to purple stems ranging from 7 to 24 inches in height.

The stems are erect and are either smooth or slightly pubescent. The palmatifid leaves are

0.5 to 1.2 inches wide and grow mainly on the upper portion of the stem. The sepals are

light blue. oblong to ovate in shape. with blunt. incurved tips and sparse flat-lying bristles.

The spur. the hollow projecting appendage of the larkspur calyx. is straight and 0.4 to 0.55

inches long. The conspicuous petals are white or cream colored. The lower petals are whitish

to pale blue.

The recurved larkspur occurs in subalkaline soils of brushy or open places in Valley Sink

Scrub. Non-native Grassland and Valley Saltbush Scrub. Historically, it occurred in Glenn and

Butte Counties and from Contra Costa County south to Kern County where it blooms from

March to May.

The Bakersfield cactus is a low-growing member of the cactus family (Cactaceae) that

typically grows in extensive thickets. It generally develops beavertail-like pads three to four

inches wide and five to seven inches long. The areoles (eye-spots) are never depressed but
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are flush with the pad surface or somewhat raised. All aeroles have spines which vary in

number and length. The large, magenta flowers bloom in May. Historically, the Bakersfield

cactus occurred "in dense, almost impenetrable colonies" (Twisselman 1969\ along sandy

bluffs, dry stream beds, rolling grassy hills and sandy flats with good drainage within the

Bakersfield region. Habitat for this species also typically occurs at elevations between 600

to 800 feet on soils that are granular with large cobbles.

Currently, there are thought to be five primary population areas for the Bakersfield cactus

(Metropolitan Bakersfield HCP Final EIR, 1991 l. These areas include populations located west

and north of Caliente Creek. Sensitive species of wildlife which have been recorded from

within the project vicinity include San Joaquin kit fox, Tipton kangaroo rat, blunt-nosed

leopard lizard and San Joaquin antelope squirrel.

San Joaquin kit fox is a small, slender fox with exceptionally large ears. Pelage color ranges

from pale gray and rust to buffy yellow with a whitish underside. Kit foxes are primarily

nocturnal. As such. the species typically emerges at sunset to hunt kangaroo rats

(Dipodomys spp.\, black-tailed jackrabbit, desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubom) and California

ground squirrel.

The historic range of this species is believed to have been San Joaquin County south to

southern Kern County. Today, kit foxes are thought to survive in all11 counties of its historic

range as well as three counties where it historically had not been recorded. Conversion of

lands to intensive agriculture have eliminated much of the kit foxes habitat and the species

is now mainly confined to the foothills and interior coast range valleys. However, many kit

foxes are found in and around the outskirts of Bakersfield where they live and forage in vacant

lots, fallow fields and other open areas.

Prior to the introduction of irrigated agriculture in the San Joaquin Valley, the prime habitat

for the San Joaquin kit fox was Valley Saltbush Scrub, Valley Sink Scrub and Lower Sonoran
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Grassland. Today, the species still inhabits remaining remnants of these communities, but is

also found in a variety of disturbed habitats, including agricultural fields, oil fields and along

highways, aqueducts and canals. In the Bakersfield area, railroad right-of-ways and cenals

are often used by the kit fox to traval between habitats.

Dens of this species are usually found in areas of low-to-modarate relief and in loose texturad

soils. However, man-made structures such as culverts, well casings and irrigation pipes have

also been used by kit foxes as both transient and natal dens.

Tipton kangaroo rat is a subspecies of the smallest kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides) , and

measures from 3.9 to 4.3 inches in head and body langth. The tail is longer than the body

and ranges from 4.9 to 5.1 inches in length.

Like all kangaroo rats, the Tipton kangaroo rat is adapted for bipadal jumping, and has greatly

enlarged hind limbs, a long thickened tail, a short neck and a large head. The ears and eyes

ara on the upper side of the head. Fur-lined cheek pouches hold seeds and other food for

transport to caches which the animal locates close to its burrow. The forelimbs of the Tipton

kangaroo rat are short. with long, stout claws and four dexterous finger-like toes.

The Tipton kangaroo rat commonly digs burrows on elevated ground which is not subject to

flooding. However, areas which are flooded in winter and spring are occasionally colonized

during the dry season. The preferred location for Tipton kangaroo rat burrows typically

involves alluvial fans and floodplains and includes fine, highly alkaline sands and, to a lesser

degree, alkaline sandy loams. The species is most commonly associated with Valley Sink

Scrub and Vallay Saltbush Scrub on the floor of the Tulare Basin. These communitias provide

a habitat of sparsely scattered shrubs and a scant-to-moderate groundcover of grasses and

forbs.

The historic population of the Tipton kangaroo rat is estimated to have been approximately
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17,164,800 individuals. Today about one percent of this former estimated total (or 190,0001

remain. Agricultural conversion of lands which occurred after the completion of the Central

Valley Project has resulted in habitat loss and is believed to be the main cause resulting in the

decline of this species. Tipton kangaroo rats formerly occupied a range that included the

Tulare Lake Basin in parts of Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern counties. The former range of

approximately 1,716,500 acres has been reduced to 63,400 acres or 3.7 percent of the

original range.

The blunt-nosed leopard lizard is a relatively large lizard. It is so named because of its short.

broad skull and blunt snout. The robust body and long tail display a prominent pattern of dark

spots and pale cross-bars. Adult males range from 3.5 to 4.8 inches in body length and are

slightly larger than adult females which average 3.4 to 4.2 inches. The tail is approximately

4.5 to 5.5 inches in length.

The leopard lizard's historic range covered 7.5 million acres form the Sacramento-San Joaquin

Delta to the Tehachapi Mountains and between the Sierra Nevada foothills on the east and

the Coastal Range on the west. The historic range included the San Joaquin Valley,

Kettleman Plain, Carrizo Plain and Cuyama Valley.

The range of the blunt-nosed leopard lizard in 1985 was estimated at 415,680 acres. This

estimate represents a reduction of 95 percent from the estimated historic range. This loss of

habitat, like that of the San Joaquin kit fox and Tipton kangaroo rat, is believed to have

resulted from agricultural conversion of natural habitats.

Blunt-nosed leopard lizards are known to occur in Non-native Grassland, Valley Saltbush

Scrub, Valley Sink Scrub and Sierra-Tehachapi Saltbush Scrub. The species is most abundant

where ground cover is sparse, but contains numerous large saltbush (Atriplex spp.l and

bladderpod (lsomeris arboreal bushes. This lizard utilizes burrows for escape, cover, shelter

and egg-laying, but does not excavate its own burrows. The existing burrows of small
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mammals such as kangaroo rats, California ground squirrels, Valley pocket gopher (Thomomys

boUae) and pocket mice (Perognathus spp.l are instead appropriated by this species. The

preferred locations of burrows includes sparsely vegetated slopes of less than 30 degrees,

canyon floors, low foothills and large washes and arroyos.

The San Joaquin antelope squirrel has a yellowish-brown pelage with a creamy white line on

each side of the back extending from shoulder to hip and a tail with a white underside. The

head and body are 6 to 6.5 inches long while the tail length is 2.5 to 3 inches (Burt and

Grossenheider 1976).

The squirrel is omnivorous and feads primarily on grass and forb seeds and insects (DFG

1990). It will co-occupy giant kangaroo rat precincts and digs burrows in road cuts and

arroyos (Williams 1979; 1985). Williams (1979) states that the range of the antelope squirrel

most nearly coincides with the range of the giant kangaroo rat, but its microhabitat

preferences are different.

The historic range of the San Joaquin antelope squirrel includad the western and southern

portions of the Tulare Basin, San Joaquin Valley and areas to the west including the Cuyama

Valley, Carrizo Plain and Elkhorn Plain. The western half of the range extended north to

western Merced County. Today, San Joaquin antelope squirrel is found on the San Joaquin

Valley floor in Kern County and along the eastern edge of the Valley, north to Tipton in Tulare

County (DFG 1990).

The San Joaquin antelope squirrel is found in flat to sloping terrain with loam or sand loam

soils in the western and southern portions of the Tulare Basin. The antelope squirrel can be

found in association with the Interior Coast Range Saltbush Scrub. Upper Sonoran Subshrub

Scrub. Non-native Grassland and Valley Sink Scrub. The habitat normally consists of species

such as saltbush (A triplex spp.). ephreda (Ephreda viridis), bladderpod (lsomeris arboreal,

goldenbush (Haplopappus spp.) and snakeweed (Gutierrezia californical. Grinnell and Dixon
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(19181 and Hawbecker (1953) observed that it only rarely occurred in valley floor habitats

with alkaline soils dominated by iodine bush lAllenralfea accidenta/is) and spiny saltbush

lAtrip/ex spiniferal. It has also been observed in the Non-native Grassland community

(Hawbecker 1958).

The home range of the San Joaquin antelope squirrel is thought to be approximately two to

eight acres with an average of 6 acres (DFG 19901. The squirrel has a high degree of fidelity

to its home range and typically remains there from year to year. Individuals are known to

traverse up to half of their home range per day (Hawbecker 1958).

Environmental Impacts

Alternatives 1-1 2 (A-C. A 1-C31

Development of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor may result in the

incremental and cumulative loss of sensitive species habitat. Although site-specific surveys

will be conducted in the follow-up Tier 2 document to determine the presence or absence of

sensitive species, the various sensitive species recorded from the Metropolitan Bakersfield

2010 Plan area are expected and assumed to occur within the egriculturallands, edge habitats

and natural lands which occur within and adjacent to the areas proposed for the several

alternatives. Construction ofthe South Beltway Transportation Corridor may therefore, result

in the loss of individuals of sensitive species during grading. Increased traffic which would

result from increased traffic capacity associated with the proposed South Beltway

Transportation Corridor would result in increased roadway mortality of wildlife. This effect

of the project may impact sensitive species populations associated with the natural lands

located adjacent to Panama Lane and the Taft Highway (Figure IV-51, and ARCO mitigation

lands located adjacent to portions of the Taft Highway west of Interstate 5 (not within the

proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor). Therefore, pursuant to Section 15065(al

of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed construction and use of the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor has the potential to reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare

or endangered plant or animal and, as such, is a significant impact.
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Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to wildlife and

vegetation.

1. Prior to any action by a state agency which would result in ground disturbance of
natural or agricultural lands, the agency shall consult with the California Department
of Fish and Game (DFGI pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2090 and
Public Resources Code Section 21104.2. Any requirements or decisions by DFG
pursuant to such consultation with regard to development of the South Beltway
Transportation Corridor shall be implemented by the agency. Specific conditions that
will be required by DFG as a result of public agency consultations leading to
authorization to take listed species have not yet been determined,but shall include
conditions that wm result in avoidance of take or a net benefit to the affected species
prior to any actions that could result in impacts. (It should be noted that these
conditions may also include requirements to conduct detailed surveys of specific
alignments and construction corridors and to quantify take of listed plant and animal
species.)

2. Prior to any action by a federal agency which would result in ground disturbance of
natural or agricultural lands, the agency shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWSI pursuant to Section 7(a) of the Federal Endangered Species Act
(16 USC Section 1536(a)). Any requirements or decisions by USFWS pursuant to
such consultation with regard to development of the South Beltway Transportation
Corridor shall be implemented by the agency. Specific conditions that will be
required by USFWS as a result of public agency consultations leading to
authorization to take listed species have not yet been determined, but shall include
conditions that will result in avoidance of take or a net benefit to the affected
species prior to any actions that could result in impacts. ( It should be noted that
these conditions may also include requirements to conduct detailed surveys of
specific alignments and construction corridors and to quantify take of listed plant
and animal species.1

3. Prior to any action by a state or federal agency which would result in ground
disturbance of natural or agricultural lands the agency shall conduct site-specific
surveys for non-listed sensitive species of plants and wildlife. These surveys shall
be conducted in support of succeeding tiers of environmental documentation and
shall be conducted as specific alignments and construction corridors are identified.
Specific mitigation to reduce impacts to non-listed sensitive species shall be
identified in the succeeding tiers of environmental documentation. but shall include
avoidance wherever possible. Where avoidance is not possible. the agency shall
coordinate with DFG and USFWS to determine appropriate mitigation or
compensation.
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Alternatiyes Analysis

The following table provides a comparison of the project alternatives and the No Project

Alternative. With the exception of the No Project Alternative. all of the alternatives would

result in the reduction of land currently inhabited by plants and wildlife including sensitive

species. Alternatives A and 8 and the western portions of Alternatives A 1. A2. A3. 81.

82. and 83 would result in more severe impacts to sensitive species due to their proximity

to natural lands and the natural lands which occur near Panama Lane. Alternatives C. C1.

C2. and C3 are not in as close proximity to any natural lands and therefore would be

expected to result in less severe impacts to sensitive species than Alternatives A and 8

and the western portions of Alternatives A 1. A2. A3. 81. 82. and 83 (discussed below).

Alternatiyes A and 8

Alternatives A and 8 would be expected to result in a greater loss of habitat and roadway­

induced mortality. These alignments are immediately adjacent to natural lands supporting

sensitive species and are within 0.8 miles of other natural lands supporting sensitive

species located along Panama Lane.

.

.
• -- . .~ . .. ._ Lo;';,of Individuala of S.noitiva

A Ves Y.a
S Yes Ve.
e Y.s- v••-
A1 Yes·· V••••
A2 V•••• Yes··
A3 Yes·· Ve.-·
S, Y.s-· V•• -·
82 v•••• V••••
B3 v•••• V•• -·
C1 v••- v••-
C2 Y.a- V•• -
e3 V•• - Yes-
No Project No No

Impact. are to • I••••r degr•• then Alternstiv•• A. is, A 1, A2. A~, 1:$1, 82, end &:S3
•• Weetsrn portion only
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with wildlife.

Potentially
Slgnlflcon'
AdvefH Impact8

Lo•• of existing
plant and wildlife
habitat and
individuals of
.enaitive plant
and wildlife
speci••

SignlflCllnce
Aftor

Mitigation M...ur.. Mitigation

Prior to any action by • 8tate ."ency which would Insignificant
r8.ult in ground disturbance of natural or
agricultural lands, the _"ency shall c:onsut! with
the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG)
pursuant to California Fish and Game Cod. Section
2090 end Public R••ourc•• Cod. Section
21104.2. Any requirements or dacillioftl; by DFG
pursuant to such oon8ul..tio" with regard to
development of the South Beltway Transportation
Corridor etwlll be implemented by the ."ancy.
Specific conditione that will be required by DFG ..
• r••ult of public agency consultations leeding to
IlUthorization to take liated specie. have not yet
been determined,but .hall include COnditiOM that
will re.ult in avoidance of take or a net benefit to
the affected .peei•• prio," to any actions that could
r..ult in impact.. (It should be noted that these
conditione may also include requirements to
conduct detailed sUrvIve of specific aligrvnents
and con.tNction corridor. and to quantity take of
li.ted plant and ,nimal apecie•.)

Prior to any action by a faderal agency which In.ignificant
would result in ground disturbanca of natural or
agricultural land., the agency ,hall consult with
the U.S. Fi.h and Wildlife Service «USFWS)
pursuant to Section 7(a) of the Federal Endangered
Specie. Act (18 USC Section 1536(a)). Any
requirement. or decision. by USFWS pursuant to
such consultation with regard to development of
tha South Beltway Transportation Corridor shall be
implemented by the agency. Specific condition.
that will be required by USFWS as a ra,ult of
public egency oon,ultatioM leading to
authorization to take li,ted .ecie, have not yet
baen determined, but ,hall include condition, thet
will re.ult in avoidance of take or a net benefit to
the affected ,pecie, prior to eny actions that could
result in impact•• « tt .hould be noted that the.e
condition. may e1.0 include requirements to
conduct detailed .urveytl of specific aligrvnent.
and cOMtruction corridors and to quantify take of
Ii.tad plant and animal .pecie•.)

Program
ReeponolbUhyl
MltIgetian
Report
Recipient

Department of
Fish and
Game

U.S. Fish and
Wildlife
Service

Project
Ph_

Prior: to
issuance
of grading
permit

Prior to
i,auance
of grading
permit
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'_nd.lly
algnlflcant
AdYa... Imp.... Mllignon Mo.....

8Ignlflcanoa
Attar
Mlllg.lIon

Program
R.p....lbllhyl
Mlllg.lIon
R.port Proja..
R.clplant Ph...

E. NOISE

Prior to any action by • It8te or federal agency Insignificant
which would r••ult in ground disturbance of
natural or _"ricutturallsnd, the a"ancy ,hall
conduct ai."'Pacific surveY' for non--listed
,.nsitive .peei.. of plents and wildlife. The••
surv• .,. ,hell b. conducted in support of
succeeding tier. of environmental documentation
and ,han be conducted •••pecific .ignmantl and
construction corrido", .r. identified. Specific
mitigation to reduce impacts to non-lilted .ensitive
speci•• ,twill be identified in the lucceeding tier. of
environmental documentation. but ,han indude
avoidance wherever po.,ible. Where avoidance i,
not po"ible, the agency ,hall coordinate with OFG
and USFWS to determine appropriate mitigation or
compen..tion.

Department of
Fish end
GemllU.S.
Fish end
Wildlif.
Service

Prior to
i..uence
of grading
permit

Environmental Setting

Noise Descriptors

Sound is created when an object vibrates and radiates part of its energy as acoustic pressure

or waves through a medium, such as air, water, or a solid. The ear receives these sound

pressure waves and converts them to neurological impulses which are transmitted to the brain

for interpretation. The interpretation or perception of sound may be different from the actual

sound depending on the individual's sensitivity and the time of day. Environmental noise is

usually measured by its A-weighted decibels (dBA). A decibel is a logarithmic unit of sound

energy intensity. An A-weighted decibel sound level scale has been developed to measure

sound in a similar manner to the way the human responds to sound. The use of the A­

weighted scale is often indicated by using the abbreviation "dBA" for expressing the units of

the sound quantities. For example, conversation at 3 feet is approximately 65 dBA. Sound

levels become intolerable and then painful at levels above 110 dBA. A quiet urban daytime

sound level is typically 50 dBA. Sound levels below 60 dBA are generally accepted while

complaints are possible at 70 dBA. Public reaction to sound levels becomes more predictable
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as sound levels increase. In general, people can perceive a three-decibel difference in noise

levels; a difference of 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling in the noise level.

Noise is measured using criteria related to annoyance and environmental health. Excessive

sound levels not only cause annoyance but may also have both physiological and

psychological effects. Environmental noise levels typically fluctuate over time; different types

of noise descriptors are used to account for this variability. These descriptors include the Day

Night Average Sound Level IL",,) or Community Noise Equivalent Level tCNEL) noise index.

These descriptors or measures recognize there is an increased sensitivity to noise during the

nighttime hours compared to daytime sensitivity. L.... is a method of representing the

combined effect of noise exposure averaged over 24 hours. This Ldn methodology applies a

penalty or weight for nighttime noise where a weight factor of 10 dB is applied to account for

increased sensitivity to noise in the nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). CNEL incorporates an

additional evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) weighing of three dB. However, Ldn and CNEL are

typically within 1 dBA of each other.

Noise Standards, Plans and Policies

The California Government Code and the California Office of Noise Controls (1976) identify

major noise sources as including highways and freeways, primary arterials and major local

streets and railroads. In the Metropolitan 2010 Plan three highways were considered to be

major noise sources, Highway 99, Highway 119 (Taft Highway), and Highway 184.

. The Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 Plan, as well as the California Office of Noise Control, has

classified the following as noise sensitive receptors:

• Residential Areas
• Schools
• Convalescent and Acute Care Hospitals
• Rest Homes
• Long-term medical or mental care facilities, and
• Other uses deemed noise sensitive by the local jurisdiction.

There are no schools, hospitals, rest homes, medical or mental care facilities in the areas
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adjacent to the project alternatives. However there are several residential uses located along

the proposed corridor route. The majority of land use in the project area is agriculture which

is not considered a sensitive noise receptor.

Existing Noise Levels

The project alternatives are located in areas dominated by agricultural land uses. The

metropolitan Bakersfield area is located to the north of the area. The areas in the vicinity of

the alternatives are becoming rapidly developed with residential land uses. While there are

several proposed subdivisions in the area. there are not a significant number of noise sensitive

receptors.

Noise sources in the project vicinity are predominantly from automobile. truck and railroad

traffic on the surrounding highways. roadways and railways. Major roadways include: (1) Taft

Highway which represents. a portion of the west end of Alternatives A, A 1, A2. and A3 and

runs south of the remainder of it, Alternative B, completely and the western portion of

Alternatives B1, B2, and B3; (2) Panama Lane which runs north of Alternatives A, B, and C

and the western portions of A1. A2, A3, B1, B2. B3. C1, C2, and C3, and south of the

eastern portions of A1, A2. A3, B1. B2, B3, C1. C2. and C3; (3) Interstate 5 which is located

at the west end of all of the alternatives; and, (4) Highways 99 and 184 which run

north/south through the alternative alignments. There are two railroad tracks running

north/south which cross the alternatives. The westerly tracks are located just east of River

Road and the easterly tracks are located between Fairfax Road and Highway 184.
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The properties located in the vicinity of the project alternatives are currently impacted by

traffic noise which exceeds the City's exterior noise standards of 60 dBA L..... for residential

uses. Noise levels in the commercial areas are balow the City's commercial exterior noise

standard of 75 dBA L.....

Environmental Impacts

Alternatives ]·]2 IA-C, A ]·C31

The purpose of this section is to analyze the general impacts on noise that would occur in the

future. during construction and operation of the proposed transportation corridor,

Construction Noise Impacts

Future construction of the proposed corridor would generate intermittent high noise levels on

and adjacent to the site. Construction activities in sensitive areas generating noise are

prohibited between the hours of 5 p.m. and 7 a.m. but would occur between 7 am and 5 pm

throughout the construction periods. Impacts to sensitive noise receptors. such as residential

land uses located in the vicinity of the proposed project site may occur. Construction activities

of the proposed corridor would generate intermittent high noise levels on and adjacent to tha

development sites during this period. A noise study shall be prepared under the Tier 2

environmental review to identify more specific impacts associated with construction activities.

If acoustical studies for future construction projects conclude the construction will create

additional noise impacts. applicable mitigation measures will be recommended. There may be

some noise impacts associated with future construction projects that cannot be mitigated

because the mitigation would deny access to a residence or business, These impacts will be

addressed in future environmental documentation if it is anticipated that they will occur.

Mobile Noise Impacts

The proposed project would contribute to an increase in local traffic volumes, resulting in

higher noise levels along local roadways. However. increases in traffic and the resulting noise
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levels will not increase directly in relation to each other. A 20 percent increase in traffic will

not translate into a 20 percent increase in the ambient noise level. Traffic and the resulting

noise increases logrythmically. Therefore. substantial increases in traffic will result in only

minor increases in noise levels overall. As a rule of thumb. when background traffic volumes

are already high, it takes a doubling of traffic to increase ambient noise levels by three dBA.

In general. people can perceive a three dBA difference in noise levels; a difference of 10 dBA

is perceived as a doubling of loudness.

The construction of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor would introduce

additional traffic into the area and the increased traffic will slightly increase noise levels in the

area. Because the projected noise level increases are anticipated to be less than three dBA,

no significant noise impact would be generated by the project. However. existing ambient

levels are high. According to the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan, Taft Highway

(which is a portion of the west end of the proposed route and runs south of the remainder of

the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor) and Highways 99 and 184 (which run

north/south through the proposed corridor) are classified as major sources of community

noise. The proposed project may contribute an incremental increase and exaggerate an

existing poor condition.

The majority of the traffic noise will correspond with peak hour trip generation projected for

future development. Future projects in the area may result in additional traffic and noise

impacts in the vicinity of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor. The evaluation

of specific impacts will require transportation and acoustical impact studies for each project

individually. Based on the results and conclusions of these studies, specific mitigation

measures will be prescribed.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the impacts from project­

related traffic and construction-related noise. These mitigation measures should be employed
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in developed areas where noise sensitive land uses exist. Mitigation will be redetermined

when the construction project is environmentally cleared.

1. Construction hours will be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 5 p.m.. Monday through
Saturday, unless traffic volumes or public safety issues warrant otherwise (as determined
by city, county or state officialsl. Final determination of construction hours will occur
during the Tier 2 phase of environmental review.

2. Construction equipment must employ sound restriction devices to reduce noise levels in
sensitive areas. Noise specifications for construction equipment should be written in
compliance with City and/or County noise guidelines and should include a sat of guidelines
to enable contractors to bid accordingly. This is required by law.

3. Whare noise impacts from construction activities prove to unduly interfere with operations
of businesses (as determined by the City of Bakersfield or County of Kern Planning
Department). Caltrans will erect temporary noise barriers where they do not restrict
eccess to residences or businesses and where they do not effect visibility of businesses.

4. The City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern shall require adequate setbacks or other
measures for present and future sensitive receptors to avoid additional conflict with the
proposed right-of-way.

5. Appropriate noise buffers, such as sound walls, landscaping, or landscaped berms will be
constructed if it is determined by future acoustical analysis that operation of the project
will result in a significant increase (greater than 3 dBAI in noise levels in the vicinity of
sensitive receptors such as, schools.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternatives and the No Project

Alternative. The project alternatives will increase the overall amount of noise along the

proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor.

Alternatives A. A1. A2. A3. B. B1.B2. and B3

Construction noise will have significant impacts on noise-sensitive areas for all alternatives,

but impacts resulting from the Alternatives A and B and the western portions of Alternatives

A 1, A2, A3, B1, B2, and B3 would be more significant because there is more development
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F. LIGHT AND GLARE

Project
Oeveloper/Kern
County/City of
Baker.field

During
construction
and prior to
operation

Environmental Setting

The project area is a mix of urban agricultural uses. Although many areas are undeveloped

there are several areas that are developed. The amount of artificial light in these areas is

substantial, characteristic of urban areas. Major sources of light include parking araa lights

and commercial signage in the industrial and commercial areas. Existing lighting sources ere

concentrated mainly along Taft Highway from commercial businesses and residential areas

located throughout the project area. The amount of light and glare is however. minimal in the

residential areas.

Enyironmental Impacts

Alternatives 1-12 IA-C, A1-C31

The construction of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor will result in the addition of

new permanent lighting sources, Impacts could occur during the construction of the project

and from the completed project itself.

Construction during the evening hours would result in sufficient new light sources that would

significantly affect the buildings and residences along the route, Thus the project contractor
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should avoid any construction during tha avening to ensura that minimal new lighting would

be used during construction.

There will be an additional source of light and glare introduced into the project area from

automobiles or other transportation vehicles traveling along the proposed South Beltway

Transportation Corridor. Headlight glare may increase in intensity but will not face in any naw

directions than those that currently exist.

The California Department of Transportation has set standards for freeway, highway, and

major and minor arterial lighting. Highway standard lighting consists of 200 watt high

pressure sodium lights placed on 30 foot high support poles. Any required state highway

lighting will be directed downward to avoid the production of unnecessary light anywhere but

on the corridor.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to light and

glare.

1. Exterior lights used for traffic control will be directed away from the adjacent light
sensitive uses.

2. No construction on the project shall take place in the evening, when considerable amounts
of lighting would be needed, unless traffic volumes or public safety issues warrant it.
Determination of evening construction will occur with the environmental clearance of a
specific construction project.

Alternatiyes Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternatives and the No Project

Alternative.
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Vo.
V••
V••
V••
Vo.
V••
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The amount of light and glare will increase with all alternatives except the "no project"

alternative. If mitigation measures are followed and construction is terminated before dusk.

there would be no additional light sources during construction or operation to produce

significant impacts. The intensity of light will increase for all proposed project alternatives.

however. the No Project Alternative will allow less vehicles on the roadway and would result

in a smaller increase in light intensity. All of the alternatives will create new sources of light

but any impacts resulting are considered less-than-significant after mitigation.

Mjtigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with light and glare.
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Potentiolly
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G. LAND USE AND RELOCATION

Project Sponsor During
con8truction

Environmental Setting

Metropolitan Bakersfield Urban/Rural Areas

The proposed project area is located adjacent to a wide variety of land uses, ranging from

single-family residential to commercial to agriculture to industrial. The City of Bakersfield has

divided Metropolitan Bakersfield into four quadrants for purpose of analysis. The quadrants

were then subdivided into developed urban and rural undeveloped areas. The project area is

located within three of these subdivided areas. The three areas of Metropolitan Bakersfield

include: Rural Southwest. Urban Southeast. and Rural Southeast (Figure IV-G).

The Rural Southwest area is primarily agricultural and it includes the area of Pumpkin Center.

Pumpkin Center is adjacent to State Highway 99. providing travelers support commercial

services. The Rural Southwest area also includes extensive agricultural lands, a large sewage

treatment plant. and a large area to the west of Buena Vista Road that is targeted by the state

for a groundwater recharge project.

The Urban Southeast area is generally bordered by Highway 58 on the north. Panama Road

on the south, State Highway 99 on the west, and Cottonwood Road on the east. The pattern
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of land use in this erea is characterized by linear commercial development, particularly along

Ming and Union Avenues, lacking any distinguished focus. This area includes: the Valley

Plaza Mall, a regional shopping center; the Bakersfield Airpark; and Casa Loma, a community

with older residential uses which has been designated by the state as an "Enterprise Zone".

The purpose of the Enterprise Zone is to create jobs, stimulate new industrial and commercial

development, and encourage private investment.

The Rural Southeast area includes three predominant uses or areas. The first area is Lamont,

which is a rural service community with small-lot residences, a core of retail shops, and

various agricultural support industries. The second use is a large sewage treatment site which

extends from Brundage Lane to Panama Road. and the third use is an extensive amount of

agricultural land.

The western end of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would primarily run through

the Rural Southwest District and the eastern portion of the routes would primarily run through

the rural southeast district. These areas are predominantly agricultural, scattered with low

density residential uses. Alternative A runs to the north of both Pumpkin Center and Lamont,

Alternative B runs through Pumpkin Center and Lamont, and Alternative C runs south of

Pumpkin Center and Lamont.

There is a small area of the urban southeast district which would be affected by a small

section of Alternatives A and B and the portion of the right-of-way connecting the east and

. west end portions of the corridor.

General Plan Land Use Designations

According to the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan, several different land use

designations are located along or adjacent to the proposed route of the South Beltway

Transportation Corridor. The predominant land use designation in the vicinity of the proposed

project is R-IA, Intensive Agriculture. which allows a minimum parcel size of 20 acres. The
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other land use designations include: commercial uses. Highway Commercial (HC) and General

Commercial (GC); residential uses. Rural Residential (RR). Estate Residential (ERI. Suburban

Residential (SR). Low Density Residential (LR). and Low Medium Density Residential (LMR);

an open space designation (OS) which includes resource management areas such as

agriculture and flood plains; two public facilities designations - (PI which includes government

buildings. hospitals. public utilities. cemeteries. sewage treatment plants. waste disposal sites.

and other publicly owned facilities. and (PSI which includes public and private schools; two

industrial designations. (L1) Light Industrial and (SI) Service Industrial; and. the primary

designation within the eastern portion of Alternatives A 1. B1. and C1. (R-MP) Mineral

Petroleum with a minimum of five acre parcels.

Existing Land Uses

Aerial photographs provided by the City of Bakersfield and the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010

General Plan land use plan were used to determine the approximate number and type of

existing uses located within and along the alternative routes.

The construction of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would involve the acquisition

of land within and adjacent to the proposed right-of-way. There are currently several

structures that lie within and along the proposed routes of the alternatives. ranging in use

from commercial to residential. Additionally. there are several acres of farm/agricultural uses

that lie within or adjacent to the project area. All land acquisition and relocation procedures

will comply with the Title VI Civil Rights Policy and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and

Property Acquisition Act of 1970 as amended.

Agricultural Land

Typically. the agricultural activities in the area consist of row crops such as cotton and

orchards. There are several different soil types located within the Bakersfield area as

discussed in Section IV.A: Geology. Topography and Soils. The predominant soil type located

in the project area is Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance (see Figure IV-3
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in Section IV.A, Geology, Topography and Soils). Prime farmland is of major importance in

providing the short- and long-range needs for food and fiber for this country. The acreage of

high-quality farmland is limited. Prime farmland soils produce the highest yields with minimal

units of energy and economic resources. Farming these soils results in the least damage to

the environment. Most of the soils in the project area are classified as meeting the

requirements for prime farmland if water for irrigation is available.

Urban Development

The vast majority of land uses within and along the routes of the development alternatives are

agricultural. In addition to agricultural uses, there are several residential and commercial land

uses located in the vicinity of the project area. The majority of residential uses appear to be

related to agriculture, such as farm houses, barns, sheds and other associated structures.

There are few areas of concentrated davelopment, most is low density scattered along the

throughout the entire area of the proposed corridor. The existing development is however,

primarily concentrated between Buena Vista Road and Union Avenue.

Proposed or Approved Development

The City of Bakersfield is reviewing or has approved several development projects in the

project area, many of which are located adjacent to Alternative A and the western portion of

Alternatives A1, A2, and A3. There are approximately six projects approved along the north

and south sides of Alternative A and the western portion of Alternatives A, A1, A2, and A3

between Stine Road on the west and Union Avenue on the east. A future high school site is

located south of Alternative A and the west portion of Alternatives A, A 1, A2, and A3. In

addition to the proposed developments located along Alternative A and the western portion

of Alternatives A 1, A2, and A3, there are several more located to the north of these

alternatives and Alternative B and the western portion of Alternatives B1.. B2, and B3.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts would be significant if they involved actions that conflicted with the City of
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Bakersfield's Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan and Kern County's General Plan.

Significant impacts would also occur if construction or operations required relocation or

reconfiguration of existing land uses or otherwise precluded or disrupted current or planned

uses.

The proposed project will require the acquisition of land to construct the proposed corridor.

This will affect several businesses, residences, and agricultural fields.

Agricultural Land

The greatest impact will occur to agricultural land. as it makes up the majority of land uses

in the area. Adoption of the proposed right-of-way for and the future construction of the

South Beltway Transportation Corridor would result in the direct loss of prime farmland. much

of which is presently being farmed. The following approximate amount of land would be

affected by each alternative:

• A 80 plots of land;
• B - 93 plots of land;
• C - 113 plots of land;
• A 1 - 89 plots of land;
• A2 - 88 plots of land;
• A3 - 86 plots of land;
• B1 103 plots of land;
• B2 98 plots of land;,
• B3 98 plots of land'
• Cl - 101 plots of land;
• C2 94 plots of land; and,
• C3 94 plots of land.

The majority of land within the project area is agricultural with a few areas of urban

development scattered along the proposed route. The proposed alternative corridors would

affect only portions of plots within the right-of-way. allowing the remaining plot land to be

recovered for use.

Additionally, the reduction of agricultural land has the potential for cumulative impacts
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resulting from zone changes. Depending on the size of the parcel of land affected. and the

amount of land to be taken. the current use may become impractical and therefore a zoning

change would be required to achieve a productive use of the land. Therefore, there is a

potential for additional loss of prime agricultural land due to conversion to urban end suburban

uses. However, much of the project area within Metropolitan Bakersfield is designated for

agricultural use and would require a general plan amendment to be used for a different

purpose. It is not possible to locate the proposed route in an area that would not affect prime

agricultural land. because it is the predominant soil type in the area.

Urban Development

Several commercial and residential areas are located in or near the proposed alternetive rights­

of-way. Impacts on these areas directly relate to the other environmental characteristics

discussed in this document. Residents and businesses will be impacted by noise, air pollution,

increased traffic. and reduced visual value resulting from construction and vehicular movement

along the proposed corridor. Structures located within the proposed project right-of-way will

need to be acquired and the residents and businesses relocated. Parcels with limited depth,

but not entirely within a proposed right-of-way may have their lot area reduced substantially.

Significant impacts will occur to structures located both within and within close proximity to

the right-of-way of the alternatives. City and County setback regulations should be

researched for each individual property as part of the Tier 2 assessment. If a parcel of land

is still economically viable efter removing the portion within the plan lines. the impacts could

be considered less than significant. However. those lots with good potential for future

development. but which could not be developed because of imposed restrictions, would be

impacted significantly and any existing structures on those lots may need to be relocated.

Those buildings near. but not within the right-of-way, will need considerable buffering to

minimize any impacts.

The following impacts would occur to developed land along each of the alternatives:
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A: Along this route there are approximately 13 farms daveloped with dwelling units and
other structures totalling approximately 33 structuras; 58 non-farm residential dwelling
units; 13 commercial units. and approximately five storagelindustrial facilities along
this route. Based on an average household size of 2.5 persons per unit (Metropolitan
Bakersfield General Plan. 1990 and assuming one dwelling unit per farm). relocation
would eventually result in the displacement of approximately 178 persons.

.a: Along this route, there is a greater mix of residential and commercial uses. therefore,
a greater number and type of land uses would be impacted by this alternative as
compared to the other alternatives. Most of the developed areas in southern
Bakersfield are located along Taft Highway and therefore a much more significant
number of residences and businesses would be impacted. Occupants of approximately
183 residences would be directly impacted by this route. with occupants of 10
additional units, located just south of the right-of-way, possibly reQuiring relocation.
There are also approximately four farms with approximately 13 structures which would
be impacted. This alternative would result in the eventual displacement of
approximately 468 to 493 people. Additionally, there would be approximately 73
businesses and two light industrial complexes impacted by this route.

~: A greater amount of agricultural land would be impacted by this route compared to the
other routes. There are approximately 15 farms with 47 structures that would appear
to be impacted. At least two of these farms accounting for approximately nine
structures appear to be commercial. While not located directly within the right-of-way.
there are 10 additional structures which would be impacted under this alternative.
Residents of approximately 30 dwelling units would reQuire relocation. This would
result in the displacement of approximately 108 to 133 people. There does not appear
to be any commercial structures which would reQuire relocation under this alternative.

A1: There are approximately 21 farms developed with dwelling units and other structures
totalling approximately 52 structures; 41 non-farm residential dwelling units; 13
commercial units, and approximately four storagelindustrial facilities along this route.
Based on an average household size of 2.5 persons per unit (Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan. 1990 and assuming one dwelling unit per farm). relocation would
eventually result in the displacement of approximately 155 persons.

AZ: There are approximately 12 farms developed with dwelling units and other structures
totalling approximately 32 structures; 47 non-farm residential dwelling units; 13
commercial units. and approximately four storagelindustrial facilities along this route.
Based on an average household size of 2.5 persons per unit (Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan. 1990 and assuming one dwelling unit per farml. relocation would result
in the eventual displacement of approximately 148 persons.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor. May 1994 IV·71



Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Aa: There are approximately 12 farms developed with dwelling units and other structures
totalling approximately 32 structures; 49 non-farm residential dwalling units; 13
commercial units. approximately four storage/industrial facilities, and two
miscellaneous structuras along this route. Basad on an avarage household size of 2.5
persons per unit (Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, 1990 and assuming one
dwelling unit per farm). relocation would result in the eventual displacement of
approximately 153 persons.

~: Occupants of 148 residences would be directly impacted by this route, with occupants
of 10 additional units, located just south of the right-of-way, possibly requiring
relocation. This alternative would rasult in 370 to 395 people eventually being
displaced and would displace an additional 43 miscellaneous farm buildings. There
would be approximately 54 businesses and two light industrial complexes impacted by
this alternative.

.a2.: Occupants of 146 residences would be directly impacted by this route, with occupants
of 10 additional units. located just south of the right-of-way, possibly requiring
relocation. This alternative would rasult in the eventual displacement of 365 to 390
paople an additional 23 miscallanaous farm buildings. There would be approximately
54 businesses and two light industrial complexes impacted by this alternative.

n: Occupants of 147 residencas would be directly impacted by this route, with occupants
of 10 additional units, located just south of the right-of-way, possibly requiring
relocation. This alternative would eventually result in 368 to 393 people being
displaced and would displace an additional 28 miscellaneous farm buildings. There
would be approximately 54 businesses and two light industrial complexes impacted by
this alternative.

~: There are approximately 20 farms with 61 structures that would appear to be
impacted by this route. At least two of these farms accounting for approximately 13
structures appear to be commercial. While not located directly within the right-of-way,
there are 10 additional structures which would be impacted under this alternative.
Residents of approximately 23 dwelling units would require relocation. This option
would eventually result in the displacement of approximately 103 to 128 people.
There does not appear to be any commercial structures which would require relocation
under this altarnative.

~: There are approximately 19 farms with 50 structures that would appear to be
impacted by this route. At least two of these farms accounting for approximately 13
structures appear to be commercial. While not located directly within the right-of-way,
there are 10 additional structures which would be impacted under this alternative.
Residents of approximately 23 dwelling units would require relocation. This would
result in the eventual displacement of approximately 100 to 125 people. There does
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not appear to be any commercial structures which would require relocation under this
alternative.

g: There are approximately 19 farms with 58 structures that would appear to be
impacted by this route. At least two of these farms accounting for approximately 13
structures appear to be commercial. While not located directly within the right-of-way,
there are 10 additional structures which would be impacted under this alternative.
Residents of approximately 23 dwelling units would require relocation. This would
result in the eventual displacement of approximately 100 to 125 people. There does
not appear to be any commercial structures which would require relocation under this
alternative.

The land uses in the vicinity of the eastern portion of the corridor are characterized by

agricultural or rural uses rather than urban uses. Therefore. the eastern end of the corridor

will have significantly less impacts on displacement of urban development, structures. and

people than that of the western end of the corridor. Additionally. the east end routes do not

appear to impact any commercial structures. The severity of impacts for each alternative is,

therefore determined by the western end of the routes.

In addition to the agricultural and residential impacts. the eastern portions of Alternatives A1.

81. and C1 run through an oil field and the Southeast Incentive Area. These alternatives

could result in a postive impact on businesses located along the corridor.

Future Development

In addition to existing development there are several tracts approved for development in the

project area. There are several tracts Ipcated along or adjacent to Alternative A and the

western portions of Alternatives A 1. A2, and A3. Additionally, there is one tract identified

along Alternative 8 and the western portion of Alternatives 81. 82, and 83 (located along the

north side of Taft Highway just east ot State Route 99). There have been no other tracts

identified along the other options.

Along Alternative A. and the western portion of Alternatives A 1. A2. and A3. there is a tuture

high school site on Stine Road. south of the proposed right-ot-way and north of a Road.
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However. it is far enough south of this alternative that it would not be impacted by the

activities of the future route. Between Stine Road and Union Avenue. there are six tracts

which have been approved and a seventh which is awaiting approval that would be directly

affected by the proposed project (Tracts 5600. 5559. 5362. 5446. 4459. and 5396).

According to the City of Bakersfield. five of the six approved tracts would include 920 new

dwelling units. Specific development information on the sixth tract (Tract 4459) is not

evailable. The proposed right-of-way of Alternative A and the western portion of Alternatives

A 1. A2. and A31ies adjacent to two of the tracts and runs through small portions of the other

four tracts. There may not be an impact to any proposed dwelling units on those projects as

designed. However. it would be the responsibility of the City of Bakersfield to purchase the

land required for the right-of-way. No construction has occurred to date; therefore. no

residents would require relocation.

There are several other approved tracts in the project area; however. they are located

sufficiently north or south of the proposed alternatives to preclude any impacts from the

project.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to agricultural

uses.

1. Design drainage to prevent potentially polluted water run-off from the transportation
corridor from flowing into adjacent agriculture land.

2. Restore existing agricultural and irrigation drainage systems.

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to residential

and commercial uses.

1. Construct block walls or other screening facilities along the right-of-way wherever at­
grade. travel lanes are adjacent to single-family residential.
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2. The City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern shall require adequate setbacks for future
development to avoid additional conflict with the proposed right-of-way.

3. Use vegetation along the shoulders and at interchanges as buffering and to improve visual
quality.

4. Adopt policies that restrict the installation of signs along the route.

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to relocation.

1. The County of Kern and the City of Bakersfield shall notify business owners, residents,
and agricultural land owners within 300 feet of the proposed right-of-way needed for
project development as soon as possible.

2. Plan checks by the City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern for buffering for those
structures located close to but not within the right-of-way of the proposed South Beltway
Transportation Corridor.

3. All relocation and land acquisition procedures shall comply with the policies and
procedures of the Title VI Civil Rights Policy and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Property Acquisition Act of 1970 as amended.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternative and the No Project

alternative.

.
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The existing land use denoted by the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan will not be

changed by any of the alternatives in the near future. but there are possibilities for long-term

changes. Some existing land uses will be affected by the construction and operation of the

one of the project alternatives. and some land uses will be affected by the no project

alternative.

With the exception of the No Project Alternative. each of the alternatives would result in some

amount of displacement of people or businesses. The approximate impact of each option was

described above in the Environmental Impact section.

Construction of any of the proposed project alternatives will require the acquisition of land and

may disrupt current activities of homes and businesses. including access and parking. Proper

mitigation should reduce these impacts to less-than-significant.

Operation may result in permanent significant impacts regardless of the alternative selected.

The acquisition of land may result in the relocation of residents and businesses. Once

completed. relocation is irreversible. The impact of relocating families and businesses is

significant. however. in time proper mitigation should reduce these impacts to less-than­

significant. Further detailed research is necessary to determine the exact number of

structures to be relocated or removed. Only then can the significance of the impacts on site

specific buildings be known.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative will impact present and future businesses and residents in the

project vicinity. Without the proposed project or either of the alternative routes. traffic

congestion may limit existing land use activities. and may inhibit future development.
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with land use and relocation.

Potentially Progrom RaoponelbllltyI
Signlficonl Significance Mitigation Report Project
Adv.r.. Impactt: Mitigation M•••ur•• After Mitigation Reolplonl Ph...

Disruption of Design drainage to Inlignifiesnt City of Bakersfieldl Kern During
agricultural prevent potentially County operation
activities and polluted weter run-off
water svsteme from the transportation

corridor from flowing into
adjacent agriculture land

Restore existing Insignificant Project Developer/City of During
agricultural and irrigation Bakersfieldl Kern construction
drainage systems Countyl

Disruption to Construct block well. or Insignificant Project Oeveloper/City of During
residential end other 8cr••ning facilities Bakerefieldl construction
cOMMercial uses wherever at·grade travel Kern County/

lanes are adjacent to
single·family_residential

The City of Bakersfield Insignificant City of Bakersfield/Kern During
end the County of Kern County project
shell require edequate design
setbacks for present and
future development to
avoid additional conflict
with the proposed right·
of-way.

Use vegetation along the Insignificant Project Developer/City of Prior to
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interchanges 88 buffering Kern County/
and to improve visual
quelity
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H. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Environmental Setting

_The transportation corridor for the South Beltway was conceptually identified in the

Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan. The corridor was shown conceptually as

consisting of a new high-capacity east-west road located somewhere south of Panama Lane

in the vicinity of the Taft Highway. The South Beltway Transportation Corridor was identified

in the General Plan to provide east/west access from State Route 58 to Interstate 5.

For the purpose of analysis in this Tier 1 environmental impact report, nine preliminary route
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alignments (including three west end options and three east end options) have been identified

with a total of twelve combined alternatives. As previously discussed in Sections I. II, and

III, Options A, B. and C are the portions of Alternatives A. B. and C. respectively. which

extend from 1-5 to the point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where they

connect with the east end Options 1, 2. and 3.

Alternatives A, B, and C and each west end option lies approximately along what at present

are two-lane rural roads. Option A is roughly aligned with McCutcheon Road. Alternative

Option B is aligned with Taft Highway/State Route 119, and Option C is roughly aligned with

Engle/Oi Giorgio Road. The first east end option (Option 1) would extend in a north­

northeasterly direction from the western portion of the corridor to State Route 58 at the

Oswell Street intersection. Option 2. would extend northeasterly approximately to the

AtchisonlTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks, north of Panama lane. and

continue east to connect with Vineland Road. The third alternative, Option 3, would travel

northeasterly to approximately Panama lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax Road and

then extend easterly connecting with Vineland Road.

This traffic study is qualitative in nature since final plans for the alignments have not been

specified and traffic projections were used to estimate impacts. Projected traffic volumes for

the beltway, for State Route 99 and State Route 58 were obtained from model runs of the

Kern Council of Governments' model for the forecast year 2020. Substantial growth is

projected in the southwest portion of the city. This growth will cause an increase in traffic on

the surrounding roadway network and create a demand for additional highway capacity. The

South Beltway would provide that capacity.

Caltrans has indicated that the Taft Highway, State Route 119, needs to be upgraded to a

four lane expressway by the year 2010. Completion of the South Beltway may replace

SR 119 if built along the Taft Highway alignment or it may supplement State Route 119 if

built along one of the other alignments. The existing Taft Highway is heavily traveled by
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trucks and has been identified as a congestion location in the 2010 General Plan.

Construction of the beltway along any of the alignments has the potential of reducing truck

traffic along the Taft Highway.

Environmental Imoacts

The proposed project would attract additional traffic between State Route 58 and Interstate

5 since it would provide a more direct access for those traveling from northern California to

the southeast. These routes carry a large proportion of truck traffic. The project may also

cause drivers currently using other facilities to alter their travel patterns to use the new route.

Roadways that provide access to the facility may also experience an increase in traffic

volumes.

Table IV-6 and Figure IV-7 show projected daily traffic volumes for each South Beltway

Transportation Corridor alternative '. These estimates were developed with the Kern COG

travel demand model and Kern Council of Governments demographic projections. The buildout

estimates are based on the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan. which is now

expected to buildout sometime beyond the year 2020. Tile 2Q2Q fefeeeete elle\\' eAly fRelleet
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filpemp,lt!!1¥lil!m!!l!§illl?lilggr. All of the model forecasts assume a six-lane Taft Highway

(except Option B. and the western portion of B1. B2 and B3. which would replace the Taft

Roman numerals I through XXVII depicted on Figure IV-7 represent the locations of the
average daily traffic (ADT) estimates presented in Table IV-6.
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Highway). a four-lane freeway on Route 58 to 1-5, and the West Beltway as a four-lane

expressway.

From Caltrans recommendations for construction. the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

would include sufficient right-of-way to accommodate a six lane freeway, providing a capacity

of 2,000 cars per lane per hour. Table IV-6 shows that a six-lane freeway will be sufficient

to accommodate 2020 traffic demand. assuming a two-lane Taft Highway.

Table IV-7 presents the maximum traffic demand for each alternative both along the

alternative route and at other locations within the project vicinity. The location of the

maximum demand for each option varies among each alternative. The estimated traffic

demand could be accommodated with a six-lane at-grade arterial.

Traffic on State Route 99 and State Route 58 was also projected. The highest projected

estimate of average daily traffic for all alternatives would occur on Route 58, east of Route

99. A closer study of congestion on both state routes would be needed to determine criteria

in selecting one alternative over another.

Regarding impacts to local circulation. existing traffic both east-west end north-south routes

would be affected. Parallel east-west roads would experience a decrease in traffic compared

to the no-project scenario. Any east-west roads that would be physically supplanted by the

project would need to be replaced with frontage roads to maintain property access. Right-of­

way sufficient for inclusion of frontage roads has been specified in the project description.

North-south roads may experience an increase or decrease in traffic with the project

depending on whether they would have an interchange or not. Interchanges may not be

spaced closer than at one-mile intervals according to U.S. Federal Highway Administration

guidelines. Overcrossings without an interchange could be spaced closer but would probably

not occur any closer than at one-half mile intervals. Actual interchange and eyerpass
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Table IV-6
Projected Traffic (Average Daily Trafficl for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

Project and No Project Alternatives
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Table IV-6
Projected Traffic (Average Daily Traffic) for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

Project and No Project Alternatives
(Continued)
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Table IV-6
Projected Traffic (Average Daily Traffic) for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

Project and No Project Alternatives
(Continued)
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Table IV-6
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AltemMive Lo08tlon ADT

A On Alternative A, west of Highway 99 50,500

A On Route 58 8ast of Highway 99 126.300

Al On Alternative A1, .outh of Route 58 55,500

Al On Route 58 888t of Highway 99 125,400

A2 On Alternative A2. west of Highway 99 54,400

A2 On Route 58 8ast of Highway 99 126,300

A3 On Alternative A3, west of Highway 99 53,900

A3 On Route 58 88St of Highway 99 128,900

8 On Alternative S, west of Highway 99 49,900

8 On Route 58 8est of Highway 99 126,400

81 On Alternetiv8 B1, south of Route 68 55,100

81 On Route 58 8ast of Highway 99 126,400

82 On Alternative 82, weet of Highway 99 50,000

82 On Route 58 888t of Highway 99 125,400

83 On Alternetive 83, west of Highwey 99 49,100

83 On Rout. 58 •••t of Highw.y 99 125,800

C On Alternative C, 88St of Union Avenue 44,200

C On Route 58 8ast of Highway 99 128,700

Cl On Alternative C1. south of Route 68 48,500

Cl On Route 68 east of Highway 99 127,000

C2 On Alternative C2, west of Highway 99 36,200

C2 On Route 68 east of Highway 99 126,500

C3 On Alternative C3. west of Highway 99 34,300

C3 On Route 58 east of Highway 99 127,000

No Project On Route 58 east of Highway 99 129,800
. -- --" ,,_. -_. iii .......... ...·...·.......·... i.i.i. ... , ......................... ·..i· ...Source:. Ker'ri'CotJl'\cil'ofGovernmentllt't993 /..ii i· ........... /
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§Yifisi':uli locations would be determined following more detailed traffic and enginearing

studies. Roads that have an interchange with the project will experience an increase in traffic;

roeds without an interchange will probably experience 8 slight decrease in traffic.

A complete transportation study which identifies and evaluates impacts of the proposed

project should be undertaken in a Tier 2 environmental document.

Mitigation Measures

The alignment alternatives will alter the circulation in the traffic study area but this impact is

considered beneficial since completion of the project is expected to improve circulation. Not

building the project will result in an increase in traffic congestion along the rural east/west

roads in the study area, !§mgjp! which are miN already §@ congested.

The alignment for each west end alternative lies in the vicinity of existing roadway. Access

from adjacent properties to these existing roadways will be limited where the South Beltway

is constructed. This is a significant impact that needs to be mitigated. The construction of

frontage roads parallel to the beltway can provide access for the affected properties. In some

cases, the existing road becomes the frontage road.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the impacts of the project alternative and the No Project

Alternative.

As the table indicates, all of the alignment alternatives will alter the circulation system of the

study area. This impact is considered less-than-significant since this alteration has been

designed to improve traffic congestion and decrease travel time. Without alteration to the

circulation system (no project), traffic conditions will continue to worsen in the study area.

Each of the alternatives will result in impacts to access. These impacts can be mitigated by
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incorporation of alternative access into the design plans. Access impacts are considered less

than significant after mitigation.

i .... ···.· ..c·.· ······i ............ ......
Alter·

.·•.·...·..........·....1.·•......•..·•.·.....·.···.·.·.ii.... iii . .......
~ftA.cc....• ...<

A Y•• Y••
B Y•• Y••
C Y•• Yo.
Al Yo. Yoo
A2 Yo. Yoo
A3 Yo. Yoo
Bl Yo. Yo.
B2 Yo. Yo.
B3 Yo. Yo.
Cl Yo. Yo.
C2 Yo. Yo.
C3 Yo. Yo.
No Project No No

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts associated

with circulation.

Potontlolly Slgnlfl"""t Mltlgotlon Signifl"""08
Adveroo Impeoto Me..ure. Altor Mitlgotlon

Reduction in access Design and Insignificant
build frontage
road or other
alternate 8CC886

rout••

I. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Progr.... Re.ponslbllltyl
Mitlgotlon Report Reolplent Pro)eot Ph_

Project Developer Prior to end
during
construction

Environmental Setting

The following section is a result of a search of the cultural resources site record files at the

Southern San Joaquin Valley Archaeological Information Center. These files include known

and recorded archaeological and historic sites. inventory and excavation reports filed with that

office. and properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places. the California Historical

Landmarks. and the California Inventory of Historic Resources.
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In general. very little archaeological survey work has been conducted in the southern San

Joaquin Valley. Two large surveys have been conducted in the vicinity of the Kern River and

Interstate 5. near the western end of the project area. A number of other small surveys have

been conducted along or in the vicinity of the proposed transportation corridor. In general.

however. the proposed routes have not been inventoried for cultural resources.

One historic site has been recorded in the vicinity of Option 2. Muller Road which is on or

near the alignment for Option 2 has been recorded as a historic road. CA-KER-3546H.

Although. it has been repaved several times. the present road does follow the original

alignment established prior to 191 2. There are no other listed historic properties within the

project area.

There is one reported archaeological site in the vicinity of the project area. This site is at the

base of the foothills on the eastern end of the project area. beeall'! IERewR as TRe ReelEllile.

t:"!ihe site reportedly contains bedrock mortars. midden. Iithics. habitation debris. and

pictographs. Artifacts including stone bowls have reportedly been found in the plowed fields

surrounding this site. It is possible that additional sites exist at any point along the proposed

alternative routes.

Other archaeological sites are recorded in the vicinity of the project routes. The western end

of the project route. near Interstate 5 is considered to be an archaeologically sensitive area.

A number of sites are recorded in this area. including ceremonial sites and burials. These sites

may be subject to secondary impacts. depending on which alternative route is chosen.

Environmental Impacts

Although there are no recorded archaeological sites within the proposed project right-of-way.

there is a possibility that archaeological resources might be present. Only a limited amount

of systematic archaeological work has been done in this area and the archaeological sensitivity

of many areas of the valley are not known. However. it is known that archaeological sites
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are recorded or reported near both the extreme western and eastern ends of the project area.

These areas are considered to be archaeologically sensitive. It is possible that both prehistoric

and historic sites may exist in the project area at any point. Sites yet to be discovered in the

area of proposed project could be adversely affected from construction. Sites could be

destroyed and unaccessible once construction over them is complete.

Not enough is known about this area to predict where sites might or might not be located or

to determine the archaeological sensitivity of any specific property. A lack of data cannot be

interpreted as negative data.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts to cultural resources

in the project area.

1. Prior to construction a field survey should be conducted by a qualified archaeologist to
determine if any archaeological resources are present and to determine recommendations
if any such resources are discovered.

2. An updated records search should be conducted prior to beginning work on this project
in order to provide information on any additional sites located during the present survey
and a recommendation as to whether or not additional work may be necessary given the
scope of this project.

Alternatiyes Analysis

The following table compares the project alternatives. The table indicates that no impacts will

occur to any known archaeological sites or resources in the project area. An updated research

study must be completed before construction begins to prevent damage to any newly

discovered sites. With the exception of the eastern end of Alternatives A2. B2, and C2 the

proposed project alternatives are therefore, considered to be safe and unharmful to the area

until deemed otherwise by further studies.
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Alternatiyes A2. 82. and C2

There is one historic site recorded in the vicinity of the eastern portion of vicinity of

Alternatives A2. 82. and C2. Muller Road is located in the immediate vicinity of the Option

2 alignment. either on or near the alignment. While it has been repaved several times the

present road does follow the original road alignment established prior to 1912.

.I

A
B
C
A1
A2
A3
B1
B2
B3
C1
C2
C3
No Project

• Eestern panloo only

AIW ExletIng
AroNologlcal Site.

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Impacton .
Archoologlolll __

No
No
No
No

Ye.­
No
Noy.,-
No
Noy.,-
No
No

ImpllCll on ArcheologJc.l
Ruour_ .

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with cultural resources.

Potentially Signlficent
Adv.,.. Imp.ate

Demage to unknown
existing archaeological
sites in the proposed
project right-of-way

Mitigation Me.aur.

Prior to construction e field
turvev should be conducted
by a qualified archaeologist to
determine if any
arch••ologicel r••ourc•• a,.
pr•••nt, end to determine
,ecommendations if any such
r8.ource. are discovered

Signlfioenoe
After
Mltig.tion

Insignificant

Program
R••pon.lbilityl
MItigation Report
Recipient

Project Developer

Projeat
Pha..

Prior to
construction
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Potentiolly Significant
Adve,.. ampa0t8 Mitig.tion U...ur.

Slllnifioonoe
After
Mltllllltlon

Program
IIuponolbllltyl
Mltlll_n Report Projeot
Ilecipient Ph_

An updated records •••rch Insignificant
should b. conducted prior to
beginning work on this project
in order to provide informetion
on any additional .it•• located
during the pre.ent survey, end
• recommendation 8. to
whether or not additional
work may b. necessary given
the scope of this project

J. HAZARDOUS WASTES

Project Developer Prior to
conatruction

4. Toxicity:

Environmental Setting

Hazardous waste is any waste which may cause harm to human health or the environment

when improperly treated, stored, transported, handled, or disposed. Wastes may be

hazardous because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious

characteristics. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established four fundamental

characteristics to assist in identifying hazardous wastes:

1. Ignitablilty: The ability to catch on fire (for example, solvents);

2. Corrosivity: The ability to destroy materials, including metals or living tissue (such as
human skin). by chemical action (e.g. acids);

. 3. Reactivity: The ability to cause a violent chemical reaction, including wastes that are
explosive or emit fumes (e.g. cyanide or sulfide); and

The ability to cause illness, injury or death, either immediately or in the long
term.

The State of California Hazardous Waste Control Act defines hazardous waste as a waste or

combination of wastes which because of quantity, concentration, physical, chemical, or

infectious characteristics, may (a) cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality
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or an increase in serious irreversible. or incapacitating reversible illness; or (b) pose a

substantial present or potential hazard to human health or environment when improperly

treated. stored. transported. or disposed of. or otherwise managed (Health and Safety Code.

Division 20. Section 25117).

Hazardous wastes are produced by several industrial and domestic activities. ranging from

large chemical plants to individual households. In Kern County. much of the hazardous waste

is generated by oil industry activities. The County also has small Quantity generators or

hazardous wastes, including agriculture. Clean up of contaminated sites such as leaking

gasoline tanks, agricultural product formulators or asbestos produces a significant portion of

the wastes in the county.

Contaminated sites in the County are typically identified by the Kern County Health

Department and contaminated sites in the City are typically identified by the City's Fire

Department. Contaminated sites include commercial aerial crop dusting service landing fields,

several gasoline stations with leaking tanks. and soil in oil production and refining locations.

Potential sources of hazardous waste in the project area include brines, sludges, and

hydrocarbons related to the oil extraction and refining industry. chemical products

manufactured for agricultural applications, and fuel storage in commercial gas stations. Kern

County is located in District 4 of the California Department of Conservation, Oil and Gas

Division. District oil production totaled 231.4 million barrels in 1991, an increase of 1.7

million barrels over 1990.

There are six oil fields located in the vicinity of the project alternatives: North and South Coles

Levee Oil Fields. Ten Section Oil Field, Canfield Ranch. Mountain View, and the Edison Oil

Fields. Figure IV-8 shows the location of existing oil field within or adjacent to the project

area. The North and South Cole Levee Oil Fields are located adjacent to the project area, west

of Interstate 5. The Ten Section Oil Field is located northwest of the western portion of the

alternatives between Panama Lane and Taft Highway. Canfield Oil Field is located on the
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northwest side of Alternative A and the western portions of Alternatives A 1. A2. and A3.

between McCutcheon Road and Panama Lane. Mountain View Oil Field which is located to

the east of Alternatives A2. B2. C2. A3. B3. and C3. and the northeast of Alternative A. is

situated approximately between Taft Highway and Panama Lane. east of Vineland Road.

Edison Oil Field is located in the northeast portion of the project area. between Route 58 and

Panama Lane. just east of Alternatives A2. B2. C2. A3. B3. and C3.

Agricultural land lies adjacent to the north and south sides of the entire proposed route. Two

pairs of major pipelines cross the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor: one pair

approximately one mile east of Interstate 5. and one pair approximately 8 to 9 1/2 miles east

of Interstate 5. bisecting McCutcheon Road. An additional smaller pipeline intersects the

eastern ends of Alternatives A2. B2. C2. A3, B3, and C3 at the east end of the project area

at approximately Panama Lane. There are no gas stations adjacent to any of the project

alternatives of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor.

Environmental Impacts

Oil Production

Alternatives 1-12 lA-C. A1-C31

Oil field waste consists of a variety of materials used or generated during drilling and

production of oil and gas wells. These materials are of no further technical or economic value

to the operating companies, drilling contractors, or supplies and service companies involved

in well drilling and production activities. Wastes include brines. tank and sump bottoms,

water softener regeneration brine, scrubber wastes. and drilling muds and cuttings. Other oil

field wastes are generated in small volumes. These wastes may consist of hydrocarbon

(crude oil), contaminated soils, neutralized acids. slop oils or emulsions. and well-fracture fluid

returns. The majority of oil wastes are classified as nonhazardous. They may require

processing or recycling. often in on-site sumps. pits, ponds, and treatment sites. Materials

not suitable for on-site processing are sent to off-site facilities. which meet requirements for

hazardous or designated wastes handling.
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Waste generated from oil and gas production is regulated at the federal level by the

Environmental Protection Agency. and at the state level by the Department of Health Services.

State Water Resources Control Board. Regional Water Quality Control Board. California Waste

Management Board. and the State Division of Oil and Gas. State Regulations regarding oil

field wastes are generally more stringent than Federal Regulations.

Alternative A

Alternative A of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor passes through two oil

fields. the Ten Section and Canfield Ranch. as well as two pairs of major pipelines. The Ten

Section Oil Field is located north of Taft Highway on the east side of Interstate 5 and as of

1991 had 2.120 proved acres with two plugged and abandoned wells and no operating wells.

The Canfield Ranch Oil Field is located to the north of the western portion of the alternatives,

south of Panama Lane and west of Old River Road and as of 1991 has had 1,590 proved

acres and five oil producing wells.

Alternative A would run adjacent to the southern portion of the Canfield Oil Field. The

operating wells are not in close proximity to the right-of-way and will not be affected.

The two pair of major pipelines crossing Alternative A are currently in operation. However,

no major production or refining facilities would be impacted. Additionally. because there is

only a minimal amount of extraction occurring, no significant impacts are anticipated.

Alternative B

The Ten Section Oil Field is the only oil field which will be affected by Alternative B. As

discussed above, the Ten Section Oil Field, located north of Taft Highway on the east side of

Interstate 5 had, as of 1991. 2.120 proved acres with two plugged and abandoned wells and

no operating wells. Therefore. no significant impacts are anticipated to occur to this field.
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There are two pairs of major pipelines which would cross Alternative B. They are currently

in operation. However, no major production or refining facilities would be impacted.

Alternatiye C

There are no oil fields in the vicinity of Alternative C. However, there are two pairs of major

pipelines crossing this alternative which are currently in operation. No major production or

refining facilities would be impacted.

Alternatives A 1. B1. C1

There are no oil fields nor pipelines which are located in the vicinity of the eastern portion of

Alternatives A 1, B1, or C1. The western portion of these alternatives would have the same

impacts as Alternatives A, B. and C.

Alternatiyes B2, C2, C3

There are two oil fields in the vicinity of the eastern end of these alternatives: (1) Edison Oil

Field which is located immediately to the east; and (2) Mountain View Oil Field which is

located to the southeast. The Edison Oil Field is located north of Panama Lane and east of

Vineland and as of 1991 had 6.010 proved acres. 17 oil producing wells, and 21 plugged and

abandoned wells. The operating wells are not in close proximity to the proposed alternative

right-of-way and will not be affected. The Mountain View Oil Field is located north of Taft

Highway and as of 1991 had 2,855 proved acres and two oil producing wells.

There is only a minimal amount of extraction occurring. and therefore. the location of these

alternatives in proximity to the oil fields is not considered significant. There is one pipeline

crossing the eastern end of these proposed alternatives which is currently in operation.

However. no major production or refining facilities would be impacted.

The western portion of these alternatives would have the same impacts as Alternatives A. B.

and C.
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Alternatives A3. B3. C3

The two oil fields in the vicinity of the eastern end of these alternatives include, Mountain

View, and Edison Oil Fields, as well as one pipeline. The Mountain View Oil Field is located

just east of the eastern portion of the routes to the north of Taft Highway. As of 1991 it had

2,855 proved acres and two oil producing wells. The Edison Oil Field is located north of

Panama Lane and east of Vineland and as of 1991 had 6,010 proved acres, 17 oil producing

wells, and 21 plugged and abandoned wells. The operating wells are not in close proximity

to the South Beltway Transportation Corridor right-of-way and will not be affected.

There is one pipeline crossing the eastern end of these proposed alternatives which is

currently in operation. However, no major production or refining facilities would be impacted.

The western portion of these alternatives would have the same impacts as Alternatives A, B,

and C.

Contaminated Soil

Alternatives 1-12 (A-C. A 1-3l

Impacts could occur during the construction phase of the proposed project. Contaminated soil

may exist in the area. Once excavated, the contaminated soil could adversely affect the

workers, public, and wildlife in the area. Without proper safety procedures, existing pipelines

may be disrupted by excavation as well, causing additional contamination of the soil .

. There are no sand and gravel operations in the proposed right-of-way; however, any resources

within the right-of-way would no longer be available for recovery. Since there are no known

deposits along the project right-of-way, no impacts should occur.

Large farms may generate manifested wastes, while small farms may be small quantity

generators. Pesticides are used heavily in Kern County. Pesticide containers are triple rinsed

with water, which is returned to the spray application equipment. This rinse water is then
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applied to the crop or site for which the pesticide is intended. There is a potential for

significant volumes of pesticide contaminated soil waste from cleanup of pesticide operation

sites. This contaminated soil can adversely impact the workers of the proposed project once

excavation begins.

Individual farmers or ranchers are responsible for disposing of their agricultural wastes. Title

14. California Code of Regulation. Division 7. Chapter 3. Article 8 entitled"Agricultural Solid

Waste Management". governs disposal of agricultural wastes. Confined animal facilities are

also regulated under Title 23. California Code of Regulations. Subchapter 15. Article 6.

because they produce fertilizer/manure. These regulations establish levels of performance for

waste management practices so that agricultural operations do not adversely affect the public

health. Adverse effects that can be associated with agricultural operations include vectors

and nuisance insects such as flies. A Vector is an organism that transmits disease germs.

such as the fly. If not controlled. vectors may disseminate widely from the property and can

causa detrimental effects on the health and comfort of the people living in surrounding areas.

The Waste Management Regulations. stated in the Kern County Solid Waste Management Plan

1988. control the dust. odors. feathers. and other airborne debris generated from agricultural

operations.

Adequate fertilizer/manure management practices are required to prevent nuisance and the

creation of edverse public health conditions. Manure must be removed from confined animal

areas and managed so as to prevent the creation of the adverse health and nuisance problems.

Vegetable and fruit crop residues are a potential source of vectors. odors. and other conditions

that can affect the public health. and are normally incorporated into the soil. consumed by

livestock. or removed from the field. After removal from the field. crop residues or wastes

should be stored. processed. or disposed of in a manner designed to prevent the creation of

adverse conditions.

At this time agricultural solid wastes do not present any management problems. Crop waste
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is recycled as much as possible. It may be piled and burned, shredded and disked into the

soil, baled for bedding, or sold for feed. Some waste such as nursery plant debris, cotton gin

wastes, and spoiled crop wastes enters landfills. Impacts are most likely to occur during the

construction phase, when agricultural land will be excavated. Construction workers may be

exposed to vectors and nuisance insects. Soils should be tested before construction begins

to ensure the construction workers a safe environment for work.

Fuel for gas stations is stored in subsurface tanks. Leaking underground storage tanks (LUST)

contaminate the soil and can cause adverse impacts to construction workers and the public

once exposed to surface soils. Contaminated soil will not impair construction of the proposed

project, but should be removed. Since there are no existing gas stations along the project

right-of-way, no impacts should occur.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related to hazardous

wastes.

1. The project developertowner shall conduct soil tests prior to construction, for hazardous
agriculture wastes, and hazardous contamination from oil wells and underground storage
tanks to confirm the absence of contamination. If soil is found to be contaminated, it is
the responsibility of the owner to clean up any hazardous waste prior purchase of the
property.

2. Potential hazardous sites should be identified for future projects to ensure consideration
in their environmental clearance.

3. Existing oil wells and lines, and underground fuel storage tanks will be identified, capped,
abandoned or removed prior to construction of the proposed project to prevent damage
from occurring during the construction phase.

Alternatives Analysis

The following table compares the project alternatives and the No Project alternative. The table
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lists what impacts could occur in all areas by all project alternatives. Specific on-site studies

at the oil fields will need to be conducted in the Tier 2 environmental review to determine

exact locations of oil wells. The alternative which does not transect any oil fields. is

Alternative C, which is in close proximity to several wells.

The two pairs of major pipelines will be impacted by the western end of all of the alternatives.

The smaller pipeline near Panama Lane would be impacted by both the eastern end of

Alternatives A2, B2, C2, A3, B3, and C3. A detailed study on the depth of these pipelines

will be completed in the following Tier 2 environmental review to determine the safest means

of construction around them. Due to the small portion of hazardous material contained in oil

wells and pipelines, the impacts of both alternatives are deemed less-than-significant.

Agricultural hazardous wastes are an impact in all of the route alignment alternatives.

Mitigation will render these impacts in both alternatives less-than-significant.

Impacts on fuel storage at commercial gas stations could occur as a result of construction of

Alternative B and the western portion of Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 along Taft Highway.

Alternatives A, A1, A2, A3, C, C1, C2, and C3 will not affect any gas stations. Although

Alternative B would primarily be a widening of the existing right-of-way of Taft Highway,

those fuel storage tanks located in close proximity to the road may be disturbed during

construction and would need to be moved. In this case, all precautions must be taken to

move the tanks safely. Location of underground tanks should be known before construction

begins to prevent any unnecessary destruction of tanks that could result in leakage and

contamination. Proper mitigation will render the impacts less-than-significant.
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··...·.i;..·..··.·....·....·.. i··
••. >{ ii

... ··.· ... i...i.·.(\·.· lrIi....... from...."i. 1m""'" on Fuel
'/ Agd....ttur.. WllOtlo 510_

A Veo Veo Veo No
B Veo Veo Veo Voo
C No Veo Voo No
A1 Yes" Yes" Veo No
A2 Ves Ves Voo No
A3 Voo Veo Voo No
Bl V•• - Y.s" Voo V•• -
B2 Veo Veo Veo Yes-
B3 Veo Veo Veo Ves"
Cl V.,- Veo Veo No
C2 Veo Ves Ves No
C3 Veo Veo Veo No
No Project No No No No

Western enl only

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The following table details the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program to reduce impacts

associated with hazardous wastes.

Potentlelly
Slgnlfloont Adver88
Imp.eta

Impacts from
excevetion of
contaminated soil
during construction
of the proposed
project

Mitigation M•••ur••

The project
developer/owner
shell conduct soil
t8StS for agriculture
wastes, and
conteminetion from
oil well. end
underground storage
tank, to confirm the
eb••nce of
contamination

Slgnllleana.
After Mltlgetlon

Insignificant

Progrom Reoponelbllityl
MltIgetion Report
Recipient

Project Oave\oper (for
clean up of
contaminated Boill

Project Phe..

Prior to
construction

Potential hazardous Insignificant
site. should be
identified for future
projects to ensure
consideration in their
environmental
cleerance
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Po_tlolly
Slgnlfl-.t Adv...
Imp_ MItIg8tlon M........

Existing oil wells.
and underground
fuel Itorage tanka
will be identified,
capped. abandoned
or identified to
prevent demage
from occurring
during the
construction phese

Slgnlfl-.oe
AftM Mltlg.tIon

Insignificant

Progr.... A_onolbilityl
Mltlg.tIon Report
AeoIplent

Project Developer

Projeot Ph_

Prior to
construction
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SECTION V
ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED PROJECT

The following section presents a description and short analysis of each project alternative.

In addition to the following alternatives others were considered. There are thirteen total

alternatives, A, B, C, A 1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2, C3, and the No Project alternative.

The 12 right-of-way alternatives have equivalent potential with no preferred alternative

defined by KCOG at this time. These alternatives however, are analyzed below as west end

options A, B, and C and east end options 1, 2, and 3 only. This alternatives study does not

include an analysis of the combined options.

Feasibility studies and traffic analysis models were conducted for each alternative studied.

Based on feasibility studies, it was determined by the lead agency that alternatives located

north of the proposed project site were too costly. The traffic models that were conducted

on the routes south of the proposed project and project alternative sites concluded that the

anticipated future traffic demand on smaller arterials would not be mitigated. Detailed

analyses of the impacts associated with each of the alternatives are contained in each issue

area in Section IV. By comparing the alternatives to each other, the favorable and unfavorable

aspects of each can be evaluated with regard to the most appropriate location for the right-of­

way.

The proposed project could be one of the 12 project alternatives, A, B, C, A 1, A2, A3, B1,

B2, B3, C1, C2, C3. The study area plans do not identify precise footprints for construction

and therefore the alternatives analysis presented in this Tier 1 EIR is reflective of the project

area comprehensive facility needs and impacts. The proposed project alternatives are listed

below in Table V-1.
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Alternatives

Table v·,
Proposed Project Alternatives

Alternetiy.

11 A

21 8

31 C

41 A1

5) A2

6) A3

7) 81

8) 82

9) 83

101 C1

11) C2

121 C3

Description

Extending from 1-5 to Vineland Road roughly following McCutcheon Road

Extending from 1-6 to Vineland Road along Taft Highway

Extending from 1~5 to Vineland Road, roughly along DiGiorgio Road

Extending from 1-5 roughly along McCutcheon Road, to • point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenu. then trev.ling in 8 north-north...t.rly direction and int.r••cting State Rout. 68 at
the a.well Street intersection

Extending from 1-5 roughly along McCutcheon Road. to a point betw.en Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then trav.ling north888te,'v approximately to the Atchi8onITopeke/Southern
Pacific/Santa F, ,.ilroed tracks, north of Panama Lane, and then extending eaat to connect with
Vineland Road

Extending from 1-5 roughly along McCutcheon Road, to II point between Cottonwood Road and
Union Avenue then traveling northeaaterly to approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood
Road lind Fairfax Road and then extending eaaterly to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-6 along Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue
then traveling in a north-northeasterly direction and intersecting State Route 68 at the Oswell Street
inter.ection

Extending from 1-6 810ng Taft Highwey, to 'I point between Cottonwood Roed end Union Avenue
then traveling northeasterly approximately to the AtchisonfTopekll/Southern Pacific/Sante Fe
railroad tracks, north of Panama Lane. and then extending 8S.t to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-6 along Taft Highway, to a point bGtween Cottonwood Road end Union Avenue
then treveling northealterly to approximately Peneme Lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax
Road and then extending essterly to connect with Vineland Road

Extending from 1-5, roughly along DiGiorgio ROlld to 'I point between Cottonwood ROCid end Union
Avenue then treveling in II north-northeasterly direction end interaecting Stete Route 5B at the
Oswell Street intersection

Extending from 1-6, roughly along DiGiorgio Road to 'I point between Cottonwood Road end Union
Avenue then traveling northellsterly approximately to the AtchiaonfTopeka/Southern Pacific/Sante
Fe railroad tracks, north of Paname Lene, and then extending ee8t to connect with Vineland Roed

Extending from 1-5, roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union
Avenue then traveling northeasterly toepproximetely Paname Lane between Cottonwood Road and
Fairfax Road and then extending easter\y to connect with Vineland Roed
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A1tematives

Careful attention given to alternatives is required by the California Environmental Quality Act

(CECA). The CECA guidelines require that a spectrum of legitimate alternatives be

represented in the EIR, alternatives that provide for educated decision making and public

interaction. The No Project alternative must always be considered along with the other

selected options, as summarized below.

A - McCutcheon Road

This route would extend east from Interstate 5 along State Route 119, Taft Highway, then

travel northeast to follow McCutcheon Road to Vineland Road. This alternative would

improve east-west capacity but would result in the relocation of residential and commercial

land uses. The areas located within close proximity to the proposed right-of-way, but not

relocated, would still be subjected to the impacts of the corridor. Air quality would be

improved over the existing conditions due to improved traffic conditions. Specific impacts

resulting from this alternative are addressed under each issue area in Section IV.

Option A would be the portion of Alternative A which extends from Interstate 5 along State

Route 119, Taft Highway, then travels northeast to follow McCutcheon Road to a point

between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it would connect with either Option 1,

2, or 3 to create Alternatives A 1, A2, or A3.

Relationship to Project Objectives

Alternative A does promote the goals of the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element es it would provide an additional trensportation route to meet the demands

of projected population growth.

Option A, connecting to one of the east end options, would also promote the goals of the

Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan in providing an additional transportation facility

to meet the demands of projected population growth.
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B • Taft Highway/Panama Road

This route would follow Taft HighwaylPanama Road from Interstate 5 to Vineland Road. East­

west traffic flow and capacity would be improved by the implementation of this alternative.

However, Alternative B would result in the greatest number of residential and business

displacement and relocations. The areas located within close proximity to the proposed right­

of-way, but not displaced, would still be subjected to the impacts of the corridor. Air quality

would be improved over the existing conditions due to the improved traffic conditions.

Specific impacts resulting from this alternative are addressed under each issue area in Section

IV.

Option B would be the portion of Alternative B which extends from Interstate 5 along State

Route 119, Taft Highway, to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue where it

would connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives B1, B2, or B3.

Relationship to Project Objectives

Alternative B would provide an additional transportation facility to accommodate future

population growth as recommended in the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element.

Option B, connecting to one of the east end options, would also promote the goals of the

Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan in providing an additional transportation facility

to meet the demands of projected population growth.

C - DiGiorgio Road

This route proposes that the corridor begin at Interstate 5 approximately two-and-one-half to

three miles south of Taft Highway, then travel northeasterly and follow roughly along

DiGiorgio Road to Vineland Road. This alternative would require the relocation of more

farms/agricultural activities than Alternative A, but fewer residences and businesses than

Alternatives A and B. The areas located within close proximity to the proposed right-of-way,
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but not relocated, would still be subjected to the impacts of the corridor. Air quality would

be improved due to improved traffic conditions. Specific impacts resulting from this

alternative are addressed under each issue area in Section IV.

Option C would be the portion of Alternative C which extends from Interstate 5 approximately

two-and-one-half to three miles south of Taft Highway, then travels northeasterly and follows

roughly along DiGiorgio Road to a point between Cottonwood Road and Union Avenue whera

it would connect with either Option 1, 2, or 3 to create Alternatives C1, C2, or C3.

Relatjonship to project Objectives

This alternative would provide an additional transportation facility to accommodate future

population growth as recommended in the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element. However, this alternative is located considerably farther south than the

majority of increased development is anticipated to occur.

Option C, connecting to one of the east end options, would also promote the goals of the

Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan in providing an additional transportation facility

to meet the demands of projected population growth. However, as mentioned above, the

route is located considerably farther south than the majority of increased development is

anticipated to occur.

1 • Highway 58 Connector

This route extends from the point between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road in a north­

northeasterly direction and intersects State Route 58 at the Oswell Street intersection. The

areas located within close proximity to the proposed right-of-way, but not relocated, would

still be subjected to the impacts of the corridor. East-west traffic flow would be improved and

as a result there would be a corresponding improvement in air quality. Specific impacts

resulting from this route are addressed under each issue area in Section IV. In addition to the

displacement of agricultural land, dwelling units and people, this route bisects an oil field.
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Relationship tp Project Objectives

This route would provide an additional transportation facility to accommodate future

population growth as recommended in the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element. It would provide a connection with Highway 58. however. it would not

travel as far east as the other two east end options.

2 - Vineland Road Connector

Option 2. extends northeasterly from the west end connection, to the Atchisonrropeka/

Southern Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks. north of Panama Lane. and then travels east

connecting with Vineland Road. The areas located within close proximity to the proposed

right-of-way, but not relocated, would still be subjected to the impacts of the corridor. This

route would improve east-west capacity and air quality would be improved over the existing

conditions due to improved traffic conditions. Specific impacts resulting from this route are

addressed under each issue area in Section IV.

Relationship to Project Objectives

This route would provide an additional transportation facility to accommodate future

population growth as recommended in tha Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element. It does not extend to Highway 58, however it connects with Vineland

Road which does connect with Highway 58.

3 - Vineland Road Connector. Panama Lane

The east end option, Option 3. travels northeasterly from the western end options to

approximately Panama Lane between Cottonwood Road and Fairfax Road and then extends

easterly connecting with Vineland Road. The areas located within close proximity to the

proposed right-of-way. but not relocated. would still be subjected to the impacts of the

corridor. Additionally, the eastern end of this route follows Panama Lane, an existing

roadway. The improved east-west capacity would result in an improvement in air quality
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conditions. Specific impacts resulting from this route are addressed under each issue area in

Section IV.

Relationship to project Objectives

This route would provide an additional transportation facility to accommodate future

population growth as recommended in the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan

Circulation Element. It does not extend to Highway 58. however it connects with Vineland

Road which does connect with Highway 58.

No Project Alternative

Consideration of a No Project alternative is required by CEQA. Under this alternative the right­

of-way for South Beltway Transportation Corridor would not be adopted. The environmental

characteristics of the project area would remain generally the same as those described in the

environmental setting sections of Section IV. Continued urban development in south

Bakersfield and Kern County would produce additional area traffic resulting in worsened traffic

conditions. Air quality would also be degraded because the increase in traffic on the existing

roads combined with the slower speeds of traffic will produce a greater amount of emissions.

Service levels along State Route 99 and State Route 184 will also continue to become more

critical.

This alternative is considered environmentally superior to the other scenarios and to the

proposed project. because it imposes no additional demands on local facilities and services.

and because it would not have any additional impact on the existing environment. Also. since

future excavations (relating to construction of the proposed South Beltway Transportation

Corridor) would not occur. no earth would be exported form the site and no change in storm

water runoff would occur. However. the No Project alternative would not alleviate the

worsening traffic conditions in the area.
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Cumulative development without the corridor would produce additional area traffic at slower

speeds, which in turn would cause an increase in air pollution, increases in noise levels, and

increased consumption of energy.

Relationship to Project Objectives

This alternative would not promote the goal of the Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General

Plan's Circulation Element which calls for additional transportation facilities to meet the

demands of increased population growth in the Bakersfield area. As a result, the General Plan

may need to be updated and amended to reflect future growth without additional

transportation facilities.

Enyironmentally Superior Alternatiye

As required by CEQA, an environmentally superior alternative must be identified. For the

analysis of the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor, the No Project alternative

satisfies this requirement. Although the No Project alternative would not cause any additional

impacts to the area, this alternative would result in worsened traffic conditions and an

increase in air emissions. The increase in traffic on the existing roads combined with the

slower speeds of traffic will produce a greater amount of emissions.

When the No Project alternative is found to be the environmentally superior alternative, it!~1
:v:.:<.,:.:~.;.:.:~.;...:.

miltlB,. another alternative must also be identified as being environmentally superior.

Alternatives A~ lIfl9ai't~'Ci lIfl9 Options A~ and gmlll C would result in fewer impacts

to the environment than Alternative !l eF @i~ Option B~;!.!!!gi~;litf,tll~l*ii~}j~~iitt!!I

~,~jlpJlliflg~1!ilP!i9n'1~ lIfl9 could be considered environmentally superior 191!n!,:!lf§il,§I)"I
Ajl(ilITllItilli. Alternative C and Option C would result in the relocation of fewer homes and,,·..,.,·.w.·'u.........w.·.·.·.·.·.~·.·.'

businesses than Alternative A and Option A. For this reason, Alternative C and Option C

would also be environmentally superior to the others ,ltim!"qg. However, tRia fellte

~1t'1••~.~~l;l1f~1'\\to!'Jl~would not alleviate future traffic lleUefRS imi\t&tJ as well as"'~=~M~M;!~W!!ttm-~4.m v.-~~..... . ,.,.. N..~."

Alternatives A~ eF Ilflm~I&~BI eF Options Ai or ~p;,t§1! B welllE! because if 7illti!!lliili);{?'J,,~
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~lml!l; i&Ii located south of the area in which the highest amount of growth in anticipated

to occur.

The east end options each affect the land uses in the project area similarly. Options 2 and

3 may affect the path of flood waters and Option 1 bisects an existing oil field. However, the

eastern end of Option 3 is aligned along an existing roadway, and therefore may have less

impacts than the other two east end options.
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SECTION VI
LONG·TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT
AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG·TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Approval of a right-of-way for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor would be the first

step in a series of actions leading to ultimate construction and use of a transportation facility.

It is likely that the approval of the right-of-way would result in a long-term commitment by

the County and City to pursue construction of the corridor. As each subsequent approval is

taken by the City, the County, and Caltrans, a more permanent commitment to use of land

and human resources is secured. Long-term benefits of the proposed project include lessened

traffic congestion on State Route 58 and State Route 99, as well as on surrounding roads.

Additionally, long-term productivity of the location would be increased by this development.

Short-term effects are considered minimal at this time. While an obvious need to ensure an

adequate roadway system to accomodate future traffic conditions in the project area is

evident, and a need to resolve the status of the planned but incomplete freeway system in the

Bakersfield area is also apparent, the economic limitation of the current governmental budget

will minimize the short-term uses of man's environment. The short-term uses will include the

purchase and covering of private land, and reduction of large amounts of acreage of

agricultural land.

Significantly, the long-term effects would be similar to the short-term impact; that is,

agricultural land would be eliminated as would natural habitat. However, current trends

indicate that some of this land would be converted from agriculture use even if the proposed

project is not constructed.
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B. IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE
PROPOSED PROJECT IF IT WERE IMPLEMENTED

The major irreversible commitment due to the project will be a change in land uses within and

immediately adjacent to the corridor from agricultural. residential and commercial uses to

transportation use. Improvements such as bridge construction. water conveyance systems.

structures. and drainage network. will also irreversibly alter the existing environment. A

permanent loss of land for some residential. commercial. and agricultural use in the area will

result from construction of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor.

A variety of materials and resources will be committed during construction and the life of the

proposed project. Ultimately, construction of the proposed project will consume quantities

of several natural resources including. but not limited to wood. steel, petroleum products,

concrete, and electrical energy. Users of the completed facility will consume natural

resources in the form of fuels and water. Many of these resources, especially fossil fuels, are

in limited supply, and their future availability is uncertain. Use of resources in this way is not

unusual or exceptional in the process of growth and development. The quantities and rates

of use are not expected to significantly exceed that expected as part of County growth

elsewhere. However, the rates of use will be somewhat hastened initially.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 VI·2



SECTION VII
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Southwest Bakersfield and south Bakersfield have been experiencing growth for the past two

decades; consequently, it is difficult to identify growth that would occur with or without

development ofthe South BeltwayTransportation Corridor. Urban development has continued

in southwest Bakersfield and trends indicate a continued increase regardless of development

of the future corridor. The current and anticipated growth patterns have resulted in a greater

demand for highway or other types of transportation facility construction as addressed in the

Metropolitan Bakersfield 2010 General Plan. The proposed project is anticipated to meet the

demands and alleviate the impacts of increased growth rather than inducing significant

additional growth. While the project may induce some growth it is anticipated that the

impacts will be minimal compared to those if future projected growthwas not accomodated.

The continued development of new residential and commercial areas in south Bakersfield will

result in compounded circulation problems south of the Kern River. The proposed project is

only one portion of the solution. By itself, the development of South Beltway Transportation

Corridor would probably only minimally induce growth easterly, however, in the long term,

suburban development can be expected to continue throughout Bakersfield with the future

proposed transportation routes providing rapid access westerly and easterly.

The increase in traffic and transportation corridor use may induce land use changes along the

South Beltway Transportation Corridor. Depending on the current lot size, the reduction of

land for the corridor may be substantial enough to make the present use of land no longer

practical. This could result in an influx of desired zone changes. Those zone changes could

in turn, influence surrounding areas/land uses as well, causing substantial changes in growth

plans for the project area.

While residential growth patterns are not expected to change or increase due to the

construction of the South Beltway Transportation Corridor, it is likely that the area
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project

surrounding the transportation facility will experience a growth in highway or mass transit

serving and general commercial uses, such as fast food restaurants, gas stations, and mini­

markets. Employment opportunities provided by the increased commercial growth are likely

to be filled by existing area residents as this type of employment is part-time and often

temporary providing lower wages. Therefore, it is not likely that highway serving commercial

development will result in an increase in population growth.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 VII - 2



SECTION VIII
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects, which, when combined, are

considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. Project impacts

combined with the impacts of other proposed development in the area results in cumulative

impacts to a specific area. Possible cumulative impacts to the project area is difficult to

determine and analyze at the present time, as the construction of the proposed South Beltway

Transportation Corridor is not planned for approximately 30 years. However, cumulative

impacts that could result from the proposed project and other development in the area relate

to the removal of open space/agricultural land.

While few sensitive species may reside in the project area, these lands provide food, refuge,

and sites to breed and care for young for several species of resident mammals. The

acquisition of open space and agricultural land, in conjunction with further urban development

in the corridor. could reduce the area's animal population, but cannot be determined until site­

specific surveys have been completed.

The conversion of agricultural land may limit the practicality of several existing uses. For

example, if the amount of land adjacent to the roadway that is acquired for the proposed

corridor is proportionally large, the existing land uses may no longer be feasible to maintain.

This could influence the land use significantly and may encourage requests for zone changes

(which could lead to incompatibility with surrounding land uses, and limits on future

development).

Depending on the type, amount and intensity of development, cumulative development would

also result in depletion of nonrenewable resources such as energy and construction materials.

Cumulative demand for public services and utilities in the future will likely increase, possibly

requiring the expansion of municipal infrastructure. As a result of local population growth,

demand for housing and for consumer goods and services would increase. Cumulative
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impacts will be addressed in more detail in subsequent EIRs for individual projects as well as

the EIR addressing the actual construction of the proposed South Beltway Transportation

Corridor.

Cumulative transportation development in the Bakersfield and Kern County area includes a

"freeway ring". The goal of this ring is to alleviate existing and anticipated traffic congestion

and expedite both north/south and east/west travel through the area. The proposed South

Beltway Transportation Corridor will constitute the southern portion of this ring, providing

east/west transportation access. Cumulative impacts from this freeway ring are expected to

result in the improvement of transportation and air quality in the Bakersfield area.
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SECTION IX
ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONTACTED

AND REFERENCES

Organizations and Persons Contacted

Afhami, Reza, California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Valley Region.

Afshar, Harry, City of Bakersfield Public Works Department.

Bakersfield Division of Oil and Gas, Personal communication with Traci L. Robinson (HBA)
October 14, 1992.

Batty, Larry, California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Valley Region.

Bruun, Ray, California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Valley Region.

Epperson, Robert, Caltrans, Fresno, July 1992.

Farr, Clark, Kern County Department of Engineering and Survey Services.

Fiddler, David, Kern County Resource Management Agency, Personal communication with
Joan Rappold (HBA) November 4, 1992.

Fryer, Lloyd. Kern County Water Agency.

Gauthier, Marc, Planning Director. City of Bakersfield. Personal communication with Shayne
Reich (HBAl, November 25, 1992.

Movius, James, City of Bakersfield Planning Department.

Pruett, Catherine Lewis. California Archaeological Inventory, Southern San Joaquin Valley
Information Center, Cal State University. Bakersfield, August 1992 and November 1993.

Rempel, Ron, Region 4 Office, Department of Fish and Game, Personal communication with
Mike Bumgardner (HBA).

Russell, Naomi, Kern County Water Agency.

Shaw, Marian, Civil Engineer III, City of Bakersfield Department of Public Works, Personal
Communications with HBA, August 1992-November 1993.
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Referencel

Organizations and Persons Contacted (cont.1

Sorenson, Darrell, Kern County Water Agency.

Taylor, Roger, Kern County Council of Governments, Personal communication with Traci L.
Robinson (HBA), July, 1992 - December, 1992.
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SECTION X
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The following section contains: (a) letters received by the Kern Council of Governments during
the 45-day public review period on the Draft Environmental Impact Report - Amendment No.
1 (DEIR); (b) comments from the February 3, 1994 public meeting on the project; and (c)
comments from the February 17, 1994 public hearing on the EIR. The section is organized
with each letter followed by the corresponding responses. The public meeting and public
hearing comments follow the written comments. Note: Revisions to the Draft EIR are shown
in this Final EIR by 5~ril(eebl~ (deleted textl and t.'dIliM! (inserted text).:·.·,.·.·.·:·.·'w:·,<·.·.-.,

A. Letters Received by the Kern Council of Governments

Letter
A-l
A-2
A-3
A-4

A-5
A-6
A-7
A-a

Agency
City of Bakersfield (Public Works Dept.)
Joe Garone/Joe Garone Farms
Kern Transportation Foundation
County of Kern Transportation Management
Department
Kern High School District
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
California Dept. of Transportation (Caltrans)

B. Comments from the Public Meeting held on February 23, 1994

Comment
B-1
B-2
B-3
B-4
B-5

Person
Betty Elkins
Faye Holbert
Frank C. Lopez
Louis and Bruna Limi
Louis and Bruna Limi (second comment sheet)

C. Comments from the Public Hearing held on February 17, 1994

Comment
C-1
C-2
C-3
C-4

Person
Joe Garone
Virgie Witte
Marian Shaw
Katie Bernal
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BAKERSFIELD

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
1501 TRUXTUN AVENUE

BAKERSFIELD. CALIFORNIA 93301
(80S) 326-3724

ED W. SCHULZ. DIRECTOR. CITY ENGINEER

February 17, 1994

Kern Council or Governments
1401 - 19th Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301

RE: South Beltway Environmental Impact Report

Honorable Council:

LETTER A-1

We wish to take this opportunity to provide additional input regarding the environmental
review for the South Beltway location efforts.

City of Bakersfield staff have been very involved in the beltway location study and analysis
from the first efforts. Our staff has identified corridors, located potential interchange
locations, estimated right ofway requirements, estimated right of way and construction costs
and participated in input for the computer modeling runs. As a result of these efforts, City
staff still recommends a preferred route designated as alignment "A" and which extends
from 1-5 to east of Weedpateh Highway and will be recommending same to the adopting
bodies. It is our preferred route for the following reasons:

1. It best serves the traffic demands of the corridor to be serviced.

2. It will ultimately provide enhanced transportation opportunities to the
Lamont area population center.

...,...
•

c(

3. It is least disruptive, in our opinion, to existing and planned development
(disregarding the DiGiorgio alignment as being too far south).

It is recommended your Council certify the environmental document as being complete and
refer the document to the City of Bakersfield and Kern County for route selection hearings
and route approval.

Very truly yours,

8&.
EDW. SCHULZ
Public Works Director



Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-1

The letter raises no environmental issues that require response. The letter. however. confirms
that enalysis presented in the Draft Revised EIR is. in the opinion of the City's Public Works
Department, complete and that the EIR should be certified by the Kern COG.
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JOE GARON E F ARMS ,._H_ON_t_''-.o_._'-• .:.."..:.•..:..'-' _
tOOl UST HOSKING ROAD

.AKERIF'lEL.C. CALIP'OJll:NIA .:sa07

February 16, 1994

Mr. Ron Brummett, Executive Director
Kern Council of Governments
1401 19th Street, Suite 200
Bakersfield, Ca. 93301

Re: South Beltway Proposed Alternatives

LETTER A-2

The Kern Council of Governments is to be complimented for expanding the study for the alignment of
the South Beltway. Thorough study and early public input generally results in a much better project.

Prior to your hearing of February 25,1993, I submitted written comments for your consideration, a
copy of which is attached. At a subsequent hearing I made oral comments upon which I would like to
elaborate. I recommended that the EastlWest alignment should be taken to a point which would be in
line with the extention of Oswell Street and then turn north to a point to be determined. It has come to
my attention that since that is down the middle of the 100 year flood plane, it might pose a problem.
Therefore, I am recommending Cottonwood Rd. as an altemate North/South alignment of that portion
of the freeway, as shown on the attached maps.

Cottonwood Road is the east boundary of the 250 acres owned by the Garone Family. which is in the
process of being developed into a master community. Hosking Rd. is the north boundary of the
project. Negotiations are now underway to site a High School in this development project. This
definitely should be taken into consideration in freeway planning. If the North/South freeway were
placed on, or adjacent to, Cottonwood Rd., we would have no objection to such an alignment.

...,
C'l,
oct

The EastlWest alignment should be moved southerly so as to incorporate the community of Greenfield
within the Greater Bakersfield Metropolitan area. This would enhance the value of the Freeway as a
true Beltway, while allowing for the orderly growth of Greenfield into what is perhaps ifs most desirable
area of expansion.

Attachments: 3
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SOUTH BELTWAY
PROPOSED ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

COMMENT SHEET
Public Meeting

February 25, 1993

N.me:_---',TlJ:aele...DDc.....lG.ii:'u:rjJOIlJUee.- _

CIty:__-'Ba!a!!!k~e:!r..=!s£.f!Jie;.Jl'-':d..r~CAt!.... _

Addr...:1920 F Street, Ste 1

Zip COd8!l~3~3~01=-- _

I would like to make the following comments or ask the following questions:

(Please Print)

It is my op1n10n that Alternate II (Hosking Road Alignment)
is not the most desirable location for the proposed Beltway.

~ The friends and neighbors with whom I have spoken share my
feelings for the following reasons:

l. It will not serve the needs of the total community as
well as a more southerly alignment.

2. Acquisi tion costs will be much less for a southerly
route.

3. rt is only five (5) miles south of Freeway 58 which
seems to be very close for such a major Arterial.

4. A more southerly route would more effectively .
interconnect Freeway 58 with Freeway 99 for through
traffic. This would reduce congestion in the more
populated area.

5. The Garone Family has owned the north 250 acres of
Section 32 T30. R28 since 1910. We are in the process -
of developing this acreage into a well planned -community. Alternate 11 divides this parcel in two.
Obviously this alignment would have a very serious. .
negative impact on our development.

-
Continued - see Over

Use reverse side for additional comments

PLEASE PLACE THIS IN THE COMMENT BOX OR MAIL TO:

Mr. Ron Brummett
Executive Director
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 19th Street. Suite 200
Bakersfield, Calnornia 93301



Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-2

Comment A-2-1: Mr. Garone recommends the alignment of the South Beltway follow
Cottonwood Road (a north/south alignment) and the east/west
alignment be moved farther south to incorporate the community of
Greenwood within the greater Bakersfield metropolitan area. This
specific alignment (or option) was not evaluated in the Draft Revised EIR
for the following reasons: (a) locating the beltway farther south (such
as Bear Mountain Blvd.). the freeway would be growth-inducing.
providing freeway access to an area of the County that is not plenned
for intense development in the adopted regional plans; and lb) the
planned future growth in the area between Panama lane and Taft
Highway between US 99 and Weedpatch Highway would not be served
by a freeway, thus increasing local traffic on this area's street network,
which is inconsistent with adopted regional plans to improve circulation
and reduce related air Quality impacts resulting from increase vehicle­
miles traveled. If Kern COG concludes that the alignment should be
farther south than evaluated in the Draft Revised EIR, then the
evaluation should include an assessment of the relationship to the
adopted regional growth plans for this area. In addition, the proposed
project is not the adoption of a specific alignment, but is only the
adoption of a very generalized corridor. Following the adoption of the
corridor, specific analysis will be conducted by the City of Bakersfield
and the County of Kern to determine the most feasible alignment. The
presence of a high school site (even a proposed site with no school yet
developed) will be an important factor in the City's and the County's
evaluation of the potential specific alignment. It is very likely that the
criteria for the adoption of a specific alignment will include avoiding
public school sites (either existing or proposed).

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 X-9



Kern Transportation Foundation
". .

as

We're Moving Forward

To: Ron Brummett

From: Don lindsay

MEMORANDUM LETTER A-3

Subject: February 3, 1994 South Beltway Meeting in lamont

Date: February 4, 1994

last night's meeting in Lamont went well. Roger Taylor did a good job.
However, there were a few questions asked that need better answers:

#1 Why do we need a South Belt?

#2 Why can't it be located north of Bakersfield or further south?

#3 Isn't it needed to benefit only Bakersfield?

#4 How and when will affected landowners be compensated?
landowner be compensatedior "loss of value"?

A-3-1

A-3-2

A-3-3

Will a A-3-4

w~©~gW~TIlJ
~~ fEB 9 19911 lW

I<ERlo/ CO<lNCf.
OF GOVERNMENTS

P.O.Box 486, Bakerslicld,CA 93302-0486 (805) 834-1369



Response to Comments

Response to Letter A3

Comment A·3-1:

Comment A-3-2:

Comment A-3-3:

Comment A-3-4:

The need for the south beltway is identified in several previously
adopted City and County land use and associated circulation plans. The
south beltway has been identified as needed to support future planned
growth in the area southerly of the existing developed City area. The
proposed beltway will, if developed, reduce potential impacts resulting
from regional through-traffic using the area's local streets. In addition,
the proposed beltway will, if developed, reduce commute time on local
streets (and result in a corresponding decrease in congestion, traffic­
generated noise and air pollution along the area's local streets).

The regional land use and transportation plans envision a "beltway"
encircling the entire Bakersfield metropolitan area. A "northern" portion
is already part of this long-range plan. Locating the south beltway
farther south would not achieve the project's objectives and benefits
and would, to a large extent, great additional adverse impacts by
inducing sprawl farther south of the planned urban uses.

The proposed south beltway will benefit more than just the City of
Bakersfield, The beltway will reduce traffic on the local street system.

Affected landowners will be compensated in accordance with applicable
state laws requiring compensation at fair market value for land
purchased for public uses (such as a freeway or highway project). Since
no specific route is proposed, it would be speculative to estimate what
parcels mayor may not be affected; this type of analysis would be
possible only after the generalized corridor is identified and adopted by
the City and the County. Compensation will be made prior to
acquisition which may not occur for several years or more.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 x - 11



MAR-10-1994 10:02 FROM KERN COG 805-861-2191

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

WILLIAM A. SUITOR, P.E., Director
270D "lIII'" STREIT. SUITE 400
~.CAt3301
_ (Ill5) "1·2481
FAX: (105) 324-1715

March 8. 1994

Kern Council of Governments
Attention: Joe Stramaglia
1401 19th Street. Suite 200
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Dear Mr. Stramaglia:

TO 18185856389 P.02

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

JOEL HEINRICHS. AGENCY DIRECTOR
oUr flrDtIuIIIeft CanIrof O.tItct

........."'tCI • ....,. o.p.,..,..""""InO.110_..., lle_
TNnlporulon IMuIg""'''1 DeclIil'tilMnt

w.....I ....""n! O'pa,....1lt

LETTER A-4

Re: 7-2.4a Draft Environmental Impact Report -.Amendment Number 1 to Tier I EIR
for South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study

By letter dated January 12, 1994. this Department submitted a number of concerns on the
Administrative Draft EIR that we felt should be addressed in the EIR for the South Beltway.
We realize that constraints limited the consultant's ability to modify the text of the document
at that time. We therefore submit our comments on this proposal. many of which were in
our previous letter to you.

Our comments wiU be primarily directed toward Section IV.H. Traffic Analysis; however.
comments specific to other sections wUl also be included.

There appear to be several items in this administrative draft document that should to be
corrected Of added to the report prior to issuance for public review. Page 1·6 indicates that
the only issues identified ere "the need for the corridor and its general location". Further.
Page 111-1 indicateathat KernCOG, the County and the City "have identified the need to ensure
that future east·west traffic in the area between Interstllte 5 to (sic) State Route 58 can be
accommodated," while on Page IV·79 it is stated that growth will 'create a demand for ...
additional highway capacity" which the South Beltway would provide. Yet. Page IV-80 of
reports "The 2020 forecast shOW only modest demand for a road in the South 'Beltway c:r
Transportation Corridor because this part of the metropolitan area is not expected to be fully
developed by the year 2020." (emphasis added) The EIR. when submitted for public review.
should define the need and demonstrate that there is or is not a demand for the corridor.

Another item involves east side alternative 2 and 3. Neither of these options appear to satisfy
the goal of the 20'0 Plan and Circulation Element to provide a route for traffic between '·5
and SR 58; it appears that both options terminate at Vineland Road. about four miles south
of SR 58. The EIR should to address the potential impacts from not meeting the 2010 Plan
goals and from not providing a link between Vineland Road and SR 58.

The original South Beltway Draft EIR did not address the potential effects of Alternate Route
C. the southerly-most route, (1\'l development proposed by Pacific Rim Land Company
(Pacificana Specific Plan) at the west end of the alignment; this was probably because the
Pacificana project had not yet been officially submitted to the County for processing.

-_ .. --- ........--, "', ..- ........... ....,



MAR-10-1994 10:03 FROM KERN COG 805-a61-2191

Kern Council of Governments
March 8.1994
Page 2

TO 18185856389 P.D3

However. at this time, the Pacificana project is a filed application, and the EIR circulated and
a hearing date set by Planning and Development Services for consideration by the Board of
Supervisors. A.mendment 1, South Beltway Draft EIR should addre•• the impact. of this
project specifically as it relates to land use and circulation patterns proposed by Pacificana,
and the alignment and intersection of Alternate C with the West Beltway within that project.

Table 1-2, Summary of ImpaCts and Mitigation. should add other impacts described in Section
IV starting on Page 80, inclUding:

•
•
•

•
"

attracting additional traffic between SR 58 and 1-5;
causing drivers to alter trawl patterns;
varying traffic volumes on alternative routes (may be more of an impact on
some options. not so on others);
affecting north-south and east-west locel circulation:
affecting roads without interchange to South Beltway.

"NO Project" is discussed under the Alternative A.nalysis section in the verious environmental
characteristics and in the Alternatives Section of the EJR. Currently, EIRs will contain two "no
project" scenarios: ona as required by statute. which basically ellows development to occur
as vested: the other, as evolved from case law, "freezes" land uses es it exists. It is not clear
which "no project" is used in the Altarnative Analysis sections. If the Jatter is used, the
statement made on Page IV-24 regarding air Quality impacts being greater under No Project
than any of the alternative, may not be correct. However, if the former is used, than the
findings on Page IV·59 regarding Noise, and IV-53 regarding Ught &. Glare may not be correct
since additional vehicles using existing roadways may result in greater noise and light &. glare
impacts than any of the alternatives. The EIR should clarify which "No Project" scenario is
being used.

Page IV-79 does not include a description of the Alternate B or C options between Union
Avenue and Cottonwood Road. This north-south link is not described as part of the west end
nor east end alternatives. While a Tier 1 Draft EIR may not be the place to include highway
geometries, this raport should at least include a description of the transition between east­
west alternatives and the diagonal options in order to assess potential impacts to land uses
in the area.

Tabla IV·6 list. projected traffic volumes at specified locations along the various alternative
routes. Figure IV-' is a key map to these locations. However the reader must "flip" pages
back-and-forth in order to visualize traffic counts at any particular location. We would
suggest that 8 map thet shows traffic counts at these specified locations be substituted for
the tables to allow for easier reading by the reviewer.

""","i
c:(



~-l0-1994 10:~ FRO~ K~RN COG 805-861-2191

Kern Council of Governments
March 8,1994
Page 3

TO 18185856389 P.04

ex>,
Page IV·91. first paragraph under Mitigation Measures, please change the end of the last "T
sentence as follows: .... some of which _ mu already~ congested." Also please define et
the term "congested" as it pertains to the previous sentence.

Please be sure that corrections made as a result of the above-noted comments are also made
in the Alternatives Section where necessary.

Should you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact either Barry
Hayslett or Fred Simon. Transportation Management Department, at (805) 861-2481.

Principal Planner
FS:ab
iAekletwe
L39.064
cc: Resource Management Allency

LLN. BH



Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-4

Comment A-4·':

Comment A-4-2:

Comment A-4-3:

Comment A-4-4:

The text of the Draft EIR on Pages 1-6. 11I-1 and IV·79 are correct in
noting that one of the objectives of the proposed South Beltway
Transportation Corridor is to meet future demand for additional
transportation facility capacity. The text on Page IV-SO should be
revised with the sentence noted in the comment deleted and replaced
with the following new text:

·While the current forecast of future traffic demand indicates
only a modest increase in traffic from existing land uses. the
2020 forecast when accounting for future intensification of land
uses proposed in the regional land use plans for the area will
create a demand for additional transportation facilities. That is,
while existing land uses will not require the construction of an
additional facility in the area. future planned land uses will create
the demand that will be met by the proposed transportation
corridor.•

Comment acknowledged that neither of the east side alternatives will
satisfy the goal of the 2010 regional plan and the County's adopted
Circulation Element. As a result, significant impacts will result, including
increased traffic on surface streets due to future growth in the area,
increased vehicular noise and associated land use impacts.

The traffic impact analysis for the South Beltway Corridor, prepared by
Kern COG. did include potential regional traffic generated by future
development in the Pacificana Specific Plan as well as other major
regional proposals (such as San Emidio Ranch). Therefore, although not
specifically mentioned in the traffic impact analysis, the analysis does
include potential regional growth. The traffic impact analysis indicates
that there will be an increased demand for the South Beltway
Transportation Corridor to be developed. The decision regarding the
alignment of the South Beltway Corridor will be based on several
factors. including the relationship to both existing land uses and
proposed developments. such as the Pacificana Specific Plan.

The impacts summarized in this comment were included in the
discussion as potential impacts from the future corridor. At the end of
the discussion it is stated that a complete transportation analysis would
be required to determine exactly what impacts would occur. The only
impact that was definately identified was the one which is reflected and
addressed in both the mitigation monitoring table and in Table 1-2.
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Comment A-4-5:

Comment A-4-6:

Comment A-4-7:

Comment A-4-8:

Response to Comments

The "no project alternative" in the case of the proposed transportation
corridor is no development of the transportation corridor. That is. no
freeway, grade-separated highway (of any configuration, number of
lanes and/or high-occupancy vehicle facility) or any other type of facility
would be construction under the "no project alternative." As a result,
there will be increased air quality impacts (due to the projected increase
in traffic in the area that will have to use surface streets (which are
inefficient when compared to other facilities such as. grade-separated
freewayslhighways and, as result, produce more vehicle emissions per
mile that vehicles travelling at higher speeds on grade-separated roads).
Likewise. the "no project alternative" will result in greater noise and
light/glare impacts than the proposed project because of increase
vehicular movement on local/surface streets in proximity to residential
uses that cannot be mitigated. Vehicular-noise and vehicular generated
light/glare can be mitigated in the design of the future transportation
facility through the use of noise walls, grade separation(s). landscaping
and other barriers. Vehicular-noise and vehicular generated light/glare
on surface streets cannot be mitigated by these design features.
Therefore. the "no project alternative" would result in greater impacts
in regards to these issues than the proposed project.

The potential impacts due to the construction of the transition between
the east-west alternative(s) and the diagonal options cannot be defined
at this time. The potential impacts will be fully assessed in the future
Tier 2 EIR for the transportation corridor.

A map, as suggested, is attached to this series of responses to
comments.

As suggested, the first paragraph on Page IV-91 will be modified.
"Congested" refers to level of service (that is, the ratio between the
volume of the road and the design capacity). The higher the ratio
between volume and capacity (V/C), the more congested the road.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 X·16
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LETTER A-5

1'OOC l'/BITYSOlIl'lll~
S(JIEI i2l Sn CAl.FCANA--

h.'ERN HIGH SCHOOL DiSTRICT

~T"M;~~.~

_ .. S:anl\ '''''' i'Mo*>n ~e.~. ClooI<
•..". ... ......-.. _vs-

March 11, ;994

Kern CDunt;ii Df Gavemment4
ATTN: Ronald E. a,umn1Qtt
i 401 19th Stree.. Suit.. 200
Bak..noflcld, CA 93301

RE: Sou1h Beltway Corridor Study·
Amenament No. 1 to I.ei' 1 EiR

Dear Mr. ul"'olmmett:

The Kern High School District hils reviewed the subject EIR. The prallati4tO project
may have impacts cn'tWo hioh IIchools within tl'le Kern High School Dislrie:{. The
Di.strict is cOIICllI'ned fhat tl'llr EIR has failed to adequatety acknowledge the pre...,...
of 1twl high schools aod nu not adequ:r.e'v acldressed the iml'laets thili project may
have on \.he llig/\ schooi,. ellen high school represents an iITVestment of ENer $35
miUion. Th.. District reQtJliStS that thB Final EIR address the fonowlng comments:

, The District i~ ClIITentiy conllttucnng Ridgeview Iligh School which is
loosted on the west side of Stine Road. jLlIt north of the Inter$llcUon ....
with McKee Road. Ridgeview High School is lIi1Uated betWeen route .n
Option A and B. This high school is 9chedule,t'to open in August 29. c:i:
1994. As we understand il. the precise cerridor locations have nat been
eelectlld. and therefore crith!lr, option A or 8, if selected, could ultimately
~ (ocored closer to the school.

2. The Dilltriet is: currently negotiating on oPlion for tI'le purchase of a !l~

for Comprehensive Campus Numbat 5. The propo$8d 49.5 acre site is
located on the .outh side of HCNlking !'load between Union Ave. and ~
Cottonwood I'!l..-d (see !In:ached mapl. Thill &ita was selected bued on Ir!
a number of criteria used bv the District for lIItIn9 a high Iichool. The <t.
criteria incI\Jded flIctOrl; ,"och as cl~t:ance from other Di~ic.t schoots.
noodploin, and anticiPated growth l)!Ittems. The selected $ire best met
the criteria and it would be difficult to locate an<rt:her site which would
ideally fit the criteria. From the detail aerial photo bllsed maps examined
at Kern COG',; ()ffice, it lIppe.lIS that t.t,e high BeMa! slte is in direet
con;lIct WIth Option A iffid Opvon A1, /;2, and /',3. BeC8use of the
dir~ conflict, Option A eouid not be constructed as shown.



t""r(ui'l Kt:.Kr" Luu cu::'>-cw ... -.:.. ... ~ ..._.. _-

,(ern wum;ii oi Guvernrnents
Maren \ 1, 1954
Page ~

3. Assuming lhm the direct conflict can be feBoived by reiocating the
propo=ed b.ltway, it aopears IIkelV thllt the proposed campus will be
located very close to 0"" or more alternalives. Given that IlQliISibility.1he
District delis not t.,ink the ErR adequlrtely addreenc im!)lIct$ on thl!
scnooi". Section m, page 1Il.1 states thirt the ewluirtion criteria used fOT

the selee"Qon of route lines Included "proXimity to BXisting or proposed
schools and parKs". Page IV-55 identified schools III< ~noise sensitive
receptors'. However, the EIR states that there are no schools adjacent
to the projllQt aitllm8lives. While this may currently be the case, the EIR
should acknow,edge1tle planned high school end RidgevIew High School.
The school sne IOr'.ations should be conSIdered when selecting the final
corridor alignment.

C'?
11)
•

<t

4. The minimum distance olltween a freeway end a class reom is 700 feet.
This minimum dietanee should be conaidered when selecting a route .,
alternative. The EIR does not aCleqvately address potential noise Impacts ~

on the scnools. Bec:ause of j:lotllntial nois~ impacts, the QroJects should <t
provide for adequam mitigatIOn of noi:se thet mllY result from 1he
ftMWay, both during oonstruction and operlltion.

5. ;he EIR did not addrns potential air qualitv impacts on adjacent land
uses, sueh as smoo". Un. ~urce air emiaions from a freeway may In
result in localized degradll1ion of air quality. Degl'llded air CllIallty may .D
impact physical education programs. This patentlal impaet should be <t
considereci when selecting the final corridor alignmerrt and should be
addn'''lltlod in 1he EIR.

1'he District rl!!Quests that n be kept on the mailing fist for 11I1 8dditionai actions that
may o=r relative to this project. Additional comments will be provll1ed rellitive to
the ilMues identified above during the route selection proeMS and follOWing the
prepBJation of thl! Tier 2 EII'l.

Sincerely.

d~~
JaCK W. Card
Olrec:tor, Facilities Planning

JWC:dy

Enclosure

KCOFGOV.RHS
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-S

Comment A-S-1:

Comment A-S-2:

Comments A-S-3,
and A-S-S:

Comment acknowledged that although a specific alignment is not know
at this time, both Option A and Option B could ultimately be closer to
Ridgeview High School.

Comment acknowledged;however, the aerial photos referred to in the
comment should not be considered as a preferred alignment. The aerial
photos are only one possible depiction of alignments. Nonetheless. the
District is correct in noting that if the route is constructed as shown on
the aerial photos. there would be a significant conflict with the proposed
school facility.

The text of the EIR on page IV-55 will be revised to include the, A-S4
following additional text:

"Existing and proposed schools. including both Ridgeview High
School and Kern High School District's planned high school,
however, are in proximity to potential alignments. The selection
of the final alignment. therefore. should consider these facilities
and locate the route no closer than 700 feet from these sites.
In addition, the final route selection within the transportation
corridor, which will be subject to the Tier 2 EIR, should consider
the potential for mitigating noise. the emission of vehicle­
generated pollution and light/glare.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 x -21
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LETTER A-6

Control District

Ronald R. Brummell
;~"""1 COUNCIL OF GOVER1'>'MEXf'i
14C11 j:nil Sl.~ Suiu:: ~0Q
i:lllkeniield, CA 9330i

Dl'lIf! Tier i EnVll'ODmemai lmpaa IUpon (EU~) - AlDeuonlcu, ,,"0. i

S9utll BeltWllY Tranc!IOnattoa Corridor l>luuy
(SCHII n071049-9310204Sl

The S!I1 Jeaquit: Valley Unihl! Air PftlluliOll Control Disl:rict (DllUJ(ll) hila rcv..........o your
;;!!\'irll:l.':le!llalllT'fI$Cl Ret'On (E!R.) P.lld hu the (ollowing COln_ and ~ggeslionc.

1'be Districl. wmmcnds~ on ynur thou@ittful JecollUDena.siollS 10 lIeip Dllugale tnc ;uiwr... air
':'-'1l1itv:'T>l'K'tS fi'Ml this project. l10wewr there are a couple of area doet may hay~ alllllr

1ua1ity impact !llllt need to be eor:sid.. ..4 duri~ the deem"" l't'llccss ofscIccli"!l II speciil"
-.:.cnidr,r.

~: ~~ !:a.i .'t'! !!'Ol"d !«l ..n!I\ozed for wfIieh ali!!iu._t IS most IIPPfOpriale for tbe liillll
iail :iSh:.of-w~',

'The altcrr.am~ should be reviewed fer the ban'iel"c theY may c.- 10 bike .00 poclcattian
'J5CS. (DOe:! the be!twp.y ent~ l!:l<i!!ing and planned re,jdenlial .rcas !Tom lIChool. and
Leigbborbood co~tcial7)

In a.ddition. :bc Dl.uict would like to see a mitigation 1'* erocoUtllged tlte provioion of pc::destrietl
llllci ~.ac access across the bcltWlly lt~ well 1$ o\l<lfCl'o~ingsnnd unducrolsings for vehicular
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.'>011'11 1;l:K"-ay i"rauporullioll Com".... Study
jWna;;i E. Bnllnmetl
~ ..iISl\;';i l '_ :;~

iJQe;c ;.

:me DlstnC'<.~al& tile opponunity to comment on llUs .cr.vuonmeruai impact Rcpon. jf
you have llI1V quesriOllJ, picue do nOI hesitate to conlllCllDt: at i 805.1 ~(, J.3682.

/ 1/ L//1,../ /JI~ ..----­
. ./ v '-

/
'tle ()'Jbn~n

~nYi!'(...me"ll!l Planner, "oothem Rc:gion

~;;> Ked If, ~~OO1C
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-6

Comment A-6-1:

Comment A-6-2:

At this time. each potential corridor appears to be suitable for light-rail.
The specific character of the transportation facility (that is, a
conventional freeway or a facility that incorporates a light-rail line and/or
high-occupancy vehicle lanes, will be determined following the selection
of the corridor. One of the criteria for the eventual design of the
transportation facility specific character should be the ability to develop
one or more of these alternative transportation modes.

One of the objectives of defining the corridor for the south beltway is to
assist the City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern in their review and
approval of future land development proposals. With the adoption of a
preferred corridor, and even more so after the adoption of the specific
alignment, both the City and the County can review future land use
proposals to ensure that the freeway/highway or other facility does not
cut-off or otherwise separate residential areas from schools, commercial
uses and recreation facilities.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor. May 1994 x -24
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STATE OF CALlFORNrA

TO 18185856389 P.131

PETE WILSON. Govemor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 LETTER A-7

Marcb 14, 1994
r-- r-- ,-~ --.,....,.--..-•..--. ,----.'?::; 2=' .~., -~- ").- ,.." '''~-~'1 r;

" "

~ER W. TAYLOR
URIf COIINCIL or OOVERNIl!:NTS
1401 19T11 STR2E'1'
SUITE 200
IlAURSrIEI..D, CA 93301

Subject: AKENDKEWT NO. 1 TO ~ TIXR 1 SOB #: 93102045

Dear ROGER W. TAILOR:

".' ,.: "
" I'

.~l '-' ;
~

The t:::;,te Clearinghou8t. has .~mit.t.6d. ttAi') a.):.;:lV. ilcu.l8~ u.:aft Enviz(,jnmental rmpac:t
Report (ElR) to seleeted .tate ageneie8 for review. The review period is now closed
and the comments from the responding agency(ie8) i8(are) enclo8ed. on the enclosed
Natice of Completion forz you will note that the Clearinghov8e has checked the
agencies that have coanetllted.. Pleaee review the Notice of completion to enaure that
your cQllml8nt package i. cClllPlete. If the cOIlIIllent package ia not in order, pl....e
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remembe~ to refer to the project',
eight-digit state ClearinghOuse number &0 that we may respond ~ptly.

Please note that section 21104 of the california Publio a&aourc•• Code required
that:

"a ~eaponsible agency o~ other public agency shall only make 8ubstantive
QommeAt. regarding tho•••ctivi~i.. involved in a project which are w~thin

an area of expertise of the agency or Which are required to be oarried out
or approved by the agency."

Commenting agenci.. are also required by this section to 8Upport their oomments with
specific documentation.

Theae COIIIllent. are forwarded for yovr use in preparing your final BIR. Should you
nee4 IDQre izlforJDAtioft or e1arifieation, we recommend. that you contact t.he CCJIIIMntinq
agency(ies).

This let.ter ackDOwledq•• ~bat:. you have cOIDplLecJ. with 'tbe State Clearinghou•• z-eview
requirement. for draft. environmental documents, pursuant to the Cali£o.1:Tlu
Environmental Quality Act. Plea.e contact Kari Lemos at (916) 445-0613 if you have
any question. regarding the environmental review proceu.

Enclost:.~e8

eel Resources Agency

Sincerely,

'''VA~ Jf_'
Post.tt .. brand fCliX transmittal memo 7611 \_C1fpege5" 4-
To ;;.t!4Jl/1<: We'/N --diG ST~<-14
co 1ItJ4

co,
~c«r

Dept. Phone" J'f,1->-{9/
Fax II ,. ~ CQ~ , "1'';/2 ....
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter A-7

No response necessary; the letter indicates that the Draft EIR was distributed. as prescribed
by state procedures to implement CEQA. by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to
various state agencies and departments for review and comment. The only state agency to
comment is the Dept. of Transporation (see following letter A-8).
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STAT!' Of' c.o<.'FORNlA-BUSNE6S. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSI"lCl AGENeY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1352 West Olive Avenue
Post Office Box 12616
Fres:lo. California 93778

(209) 488·4088
TOD (209) 488·4066
FAX (209) 488-4101

March 3, 1994

:\1r. Roge!" W. Taylor
Kern Council of Governments
14Dl 19th Stre~t.lf200

Bakenfield, CA 93301

PETE WILSON, ~tlDf

LETTER A-a

2132-IGRlCEQA
KER-GEN
Tier rofSouth Beltway EIR
TrllllSponation Corridor Study
Amendment No. 1
SCH# 93102045

1. We :recommend that a mu]timodal analysis be done at this stage and should not refer
exclusively to freeway alignments.

2. We question whether the alignment description needs to be repeated so much.

A-8-1

A-8-2

A-8-4

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Page I-I. second paragraph: Please rephrase the sentence stating Caltralls as the ultimate A-8-3
developeT of the project This may nOt be so.

2. Page ill-4, second paragraph: We are uncenain whether the South Beltway will auly
serve as an interregional route becanse it will not connect with Route 58 east. Please
rephrase this to clarify the character of the route. See Page IV-80 for a similar reference
that should also be changed.

3. Page IV-B. fourth paragraph: The reference to "building codes" should be "design
standards,"

4. Page IV-90. third paragraph: The term "overpass" should be indicated as
"overerossing."

A-8-5

A-8-6



Mr. Roger W. Taylor
Page 2
March 3.1994

5. Page IV-93. paragraph four: Delete reference to "locally known as the Rockpile."
Archaeological site information is confidential.

6. Page V-8. paragraph four: The discussion on the various Alternatives and Options is
confusing. Please restate as appropriate.

Ifyou have any questions, or if you disagree with our comments. please call Randy Treece
at (209) 488-4153,

Sincerely.

l
MARC BIRNBAUM, Chief ..
Advance Planning & Program Development

A-S-7

A-8-S



Response to Comments

Response to Letter A·S

Comment A-S-1:

Comment A-S-2:

Comment A-S-3:

Comment A-S-4:

Comment A-S-S:

Comment A-S-6:

Comment A-S-7:

Comment A-S-S:

While Kern COG acknowledges that the corridor may be developed as
a multi-modal facility, the decision regarding the ultimate character of
the corridor will not be made until the Tier II environmental impact
analysis. The multi-modal analysis will be conducted at that time to
determine the ultimate facility.

Comment acknowledged; no response necessary.

The text of the Final EIR reflects the comment that Caltrans mayor may
not be the ultimate developer of the project.

The Kern County Circulation Element and the Bakersfield 2010 General
Plan describe the South Beltway as an integral corridor to the region's
transportation network. The South Beltway is part of the larger, long­
term plan to develop a "beltway" (or loop) encircling the metropolitan
Bakersfield area.

Comment acknowledged; the text of the Final EIR has been changed to
reflect the comment.

The text of the Final EIR has been changed to reflect the comment.

The text of the Final EIR has been changed to reflect the comment.

To clarify the discussion for the reader, the fourth paragraph on Page v­
a has been revised in the Final EIR to read as follows (with additions
shown in 11m and deletions shown as striIEeel:lts):

"When the No Project Alternative is found to be the
environmentally superior alternative,~<mrMj~t~~f~.I,mlE_..g.r.&lanofh':::ft~~;1fS:~~~~~~be
identified as being environmentally superior. Alternatives A, eM
~ C, eM Options A and liUIK C would result in fewer
impacts to the environment than Alternative Sef &1Ia Option B.
~~~~~~~~i~w.: ~~~~~0·~~i.S~~·i.~_]1

:e~~=~~1:-;r=~=~=:W:t=e~'io~' tlatR
~. Alternative C and Option C would result in
the relation of fewer homes and businesses than Alternative A
and Option A. For this reason, Alternative A and Option C would
also be environmentally superior to the others ittll~.i.

However tllis rel:lte Attet1\1.~6"Bfft)'K~lXlqt~N;~tkr;;ot, ~...;.>;>>>>~~m:~t:'-..lMt~..;.;.;:.:.;.;.;.;:.::x:.;.,..~~.}..k .........:
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alleviate future traffic lletteFAe !IiIfiI as well es
Alternatives A.81'. B.-8f OptiomtA orl'B B wel:lIEi
because ft . , ''*,", are located south of the
area in which the highest amount of growth is anticipated to
occur."
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B. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON FEBRUARY 3. 1994

The issues addressed at the public meeting held on February 3. 1994 pertained to the project
itself. The adequacy of the EIR was not a subject of this meeting. The written comments
received by Kern COG as a result of this public meeting are provided on the following pages
for information purposes only.
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/
SOUTH BELTWAY PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

oIomN.-n.nt No. 1'0 the Tier 1 £"vironrnentallm~et RepOrt tEIRt
f_1he South ...~ r,.,.,.porUtion Corridor Study

COMMENT SHEET
Public Meeting Febru..., 3. 1994

,_"""'l

LETTER B-1

I would Ike to ...... "'e folowlna ca.....-ts·-
..o.~ n<. A(I :r:P! Lt J d~af t..,. /-~~A:?>

t(...."j!2j~r (1~-, fh/-f;:, ~ 'rYt-fiU,,,j _11.~~ ()

;tL- .......,i- lJ. .1- i;. r - c ()Pl ~) 1; pI·
~ J

,
u

H ~ .f:, /l--1. f3I1J~,fd,
Ij

A .A
.' C V Ii

,......,C'::1I,--,..........-.qr:~ :--:
Ja'-~l' -J<:..:o" ;., '/

I --~ - ~:II" i.1
H" , J '

~ L,

OF GOVEFh."",i:.'4rS

U.. rev.... aide for adcltkN181 comment.

PLEASE PLACE THIS IN THE COMMENT BOX OR MAIL TO:

Mr. Ran-.Executive Director
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 1911I Street. Suite 200
BekenfieId. CeIfomia 93301

PLEASE NOTE: eomm.nt8 IIhou6d be
..-i¥ed In ow offioe no .....
&:00 '.1'1II. M_ah '1, 1aM.
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SOUTH BELTWAY PROPOSED ALTERNA LETTER B-2
""*ldment No. 1 to"... r.., 1 Eli ,..~ Report (EIR,

for the South ..~ T.......,..aon Corridor Study

NemI _. v=- ;.n =:-:-

COMMENT SHEET
Public _", F-wuary 3. 1994--

AddrM. 14721 S ED' S'Y" Po

ZilI Codo 9UJ?

I would Ike to rMU the following COl1'U"r*IU:

,- ..~s =:";, . t.SI(£~ ~,,~...ry TIMES AT THE ~~T1t.1G AT Krrr:N ,..~ T'idT "'-';" ...... -......

=£ S~I~: -C 9E US£D AS THE SOUTH BELTWAY. THIS HAS NOT BEEN DONE AND I

~::::... :. S:::~'~j5 LOOK SHOULD BE TAKEN AT THIS. WITH BAKERSFIELD, LAI"ONT. AND

--.::: ::H~CP:)S::::: SAN EMIDIO TCW'II GROWING SO !'1JCH IN ANOTHER 10.15 OR 20 YEARS

E:.L I Ev::: t-:E PRCPOSED ALTERNAT I YES ARE IN TO CLOSE. BEAR MT. HAS LESS

__ 0 _____~ ~~Il~~

n~, ,no v,n" ~c'" I,ve, ANU n"" V"" 0","0 ~c,

IQC" • ~.,..,. ~ .. ,... Ir" ~, ,. •

GOING WEST CfI 223 TRAfTIC COULD EASJ' v c,,,..,,,",,, Tn ~R "'''0 R<AO MT no
..

GO N:lRTH CfI CCt1ANCHE TO 58 AND DIRECT TO 178. IN DOING nus IT lM:)ULD ALSO BE

7'!-i£ TCWlI CT ARVIN BY HAVING f'DR[ TRAFFIC DIRECTED IN THEIR DIRECTION WHICH

AS THEY HAVE ALREADY STATED TO KERN CoG THEY WOULD WELCOME.

IF INJEED TH rS BELT\lIAY IS NOT TO BE BUILT FOR ANOTHER 10 + YEARS I AM SURE

A LOT MJRE BUILDING WILL BE DONE AROUND LAMJN'T AND SouTH BAKERSFIELD WHICH WL
.

CfILY MAKE THE PuRCHASE PR I CE OF THE LAND MORE.

IF BEAR Mr. 'S NOT GO I NG TO BE LCX)I<ED AT THEN I BELIEVE ALTERNATE A-l WOULD

UN ,..,... aide tor .ddItIon.. c:onwnentl

PLEASE Pl.ACE THIS IN THE COMMENT BOX OA MAIL TO:

FIT

Mr. Am IInImmelt. Executive Di_r
KERN COUNCL OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 19th S-. SuIm 200
BM .1ieIcI. c.If-* 93301
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~ NOTE: c.nw".,_ ~

.......... in th_
1:00 p.m. M ". ,.M.
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SE: T'i~ BEST. IT lS MY lJIj()(RSTANOING THAT A GQCX) PORTION or THE LANe ON

THf: 1 J.LlERNATE 1.LREAOY 8E.LO'IQI; TO THE COlJolTY OR 51ATE AND THAT Sl-OA.O HAKE
THE a~lN;; PRICE BETT£R. IF" IN rACT THE: COST 1$ A F'ACT AT ALL.

BESIDES ~ Tt-E OTHER FACTORS PUT ASIDE. l.Ar1JNr 1$ IN A ru:oo PLAIN AND
SE.D1S THAT W:UU:: 9£ A COOSIOERATIOO WITH ROUTEING H:>R[ TRAFFICE IN THAT

AR£k. A LOT ~ ~ISTAKES WERE MADE WHEN F'R8WAY 58 WAS BUILT. PLEASE LET'S
NJT 00 THAT A$:';~~. TAKING TIM( TO L()()(. AT ALL THE POSIBIL!T1ES CCXJLO BE

U5Er~.
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COMMENT SHEET
Public Maeting FobNary 3. 1994

("--Printl

LETTER B-3

I woutd like to make che following comments:

T.

~.I> ' de{~ '-n....e<:..
PLEASE PLACE THIS IN THE COMMElfl' BOX OR MAIL TO:

Un ,.wne Iide for

Mr. Ron IInJmmett. Ex_0;_,
KERN COUNCIl. OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 19th S..... SlIita 200
Bakersfiold. Colifomia 93301

South Beltway Transportation Corridor. May 1994

PLEASE Non: Conunenta 1M
r...w.d In ow offio. no __ ....

5:00p.m. M.ah n. 1aN.
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LETTER B-4\
SOUTH BELTWAY PROPOSED ALTERN,,"vt:::i

Ao:.....wnt No.1 to ttt. Tief 1 En~f'OtImrefUet Imoeot f\flNHt (EIftJ
Ie< .... s_1leltwavT_eo...... Study

COMMENT SHEET
Public Meeting Feb....ry 3. 1994

(_Printl

,
CIty Ba k.--f' vd ZlI> Code

I would ike to ..... 11M following comments·

9'3507 __ '8'";3/- 02 bb 2

R~ I

PlEASE PLACE TllIS IN THE COMMENT BOX OR MAIL TO:

OF GOVERNMENTS

Mr. Ron 8nlmrnett. Executive Dinlc:tor
KERN COUNaL OF GOVSlNMENTS
1401 1!hh S..-. SuIte 200
__old. Califomia 93301

South Beltway Trensportation Corridor. May 1994
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LETTER 8-5
SOUTH BELTWAY PRO?OSED ALTERNATIVES

Amendment No. t tD the riel 1 E~ntat lmpct R.pan IEIAI
lor the South BoIttwey rr.,.spar'lation Corridor Study

COMMENT SHEET

i~ ~iCMeeti~:-:~.ry 3. 1994

Nome~~ Add.... (L3S- L-~ < U
Cky .j.'3ttAuy-vlL ZIp Codo CZp<17 -- R =' / - 2. .6 £" 7
I would Ike to mib the fGlowing comments·

'-~
);t', .. 1-, j~,. k1 A.- -«h

.~ (~ f;;C;..- I J' ~I ~ , ii?-I

/A~ ..J d- I __+ .7Lf A 7:.if" ... ' ,{? /?

~...r A,;'r; 0 n~ .-..-.. A A7,. O~

cr-f tf --
/iL, 1:" -

I

..

~~1i'I?Dls-J'
.~~ _ '-J

FF::l 7 tOOA

~ KERN COUNCIl c.::.
T5

u.. r• ..,... 8kIe for additlonlll comments

PlEASE PlACE TIIS IN THE COMMENT BOX OR MAIL TO:

Mr. Ron IInImIMtt. Executive 01_
KERN COUNCL OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 19lt1 SlrMt, SuIte 200_.fieId.e- 93301

PLEASE NOTE: eom.n..• .tIouId ..
........-In our.me. hO .... th_
1:00 poIII. M-.h '1. 11M.
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C. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING FEBRUARY 17, 1994

The public hearing held on February 17, 1994 was to hear public comments on the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Four people testified at the public hearing. The following summarizes their
comments; responses to their comments are provided.

Comment C-1 - Joe Garone: Expressed his appreciation to the Council for broadening the
scope of the study and said that Kern COG won a lot more public support by doing so. In
earlier meetings, he suggested that the east-west alignment be taken to a point which would
be in line with the extension of Oswell Street and then turn north to a point to be determined
which, however, is in the middle of the 100 year flood plain. Therefore, he would like to
recommend Cottonwood Road as an alternate north-south alignment of that portion of the
freeway. Mr. Garone referred to several aerial photos of the affected area. Cottonwood Road
is the east boundary and Hosking Road is the north boundary of a 250 acres project owned
by the Garone family and upon which a master planned community is being developed.
Negotiations are also underway to site a high school in the development project. Mr. Garone
said he would have no objection if a north/south alignment were placed on or adjacent to
Cottonwood Road; that the east/west alignment be moved southerly to incorporate the
community of Greenfield within the greater Bakersfield metropolitan area. He said this would
enhance the value of the freeway as a true beltway as well as to allow orderly growth of
Greenfield into what is perhaps it's most desirable area of expansion.

Response to Comment C-1: Please see response to Mr. Garone's written comment (Response
A-2-1).

Comment C-2 - Virgie Witte: While her area is not impacted by the study, she was dismayed
that the freeway may turn out to be a 2-lane beltway. One of her problems in this area is the
tendency to underbuild and go back to fix it later. She said if a beltway is going to be built
then build it to the absolute "max" to six to eight lanes and do it now while it is still cheaper
than it will be 15 to 30 years from now, and before something is built in the way.

Response to Comment C-2: The actual configuration of the proposed beltway is not known
at this time. It is likely that the freeway will be built with three (3) lanes in each direction;
however, the freeway may be built with only two lanes in each direction with either a high­
occupancy vehicle lane in each direction or another mode of transportation in the median
(such as a light rail line). The intent of the County, the City and Kern COG is to build the
beltway to its planned maximum. Nonetheless, the intent of the current proposal --- adoption
of a generalized corridor -- and the subsequent adoption of the specific alignment will ensure
that there is adequate right-of-way acquired for the beltway to avoid future development built
"in the way" of the freeway.

Comment C-3 - Marian Shaw, City of Bakersfield Dept. of Public Works: Ms. Shaw read into
the public record the City's letter (see Letter A-1).
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Response to Comment C-3: No further response necessary; see preceding response to Letter
A-1.

Comment C-4 - Katie Bernal: The impact to humans should be taken into consideration when
looking at the environmental document. She said this area is her environment and that she
will definitely be impacted no matter which of the corridors are selected, especially the new
alternatives proposed. B-1, B-2, B-3, C-1 ,C- 2 and C-3 would not only cut out her house but
the land that is farmed. Ms. Bernal said that not only will her home be taken away but her
livelihood as well.. She asked that along with the consideration of air and noise in the
environmental document that the impact on humans be considered as well.

Response to Comment C-4: As previously noted, the proposed action is not the adoption of
a specific alignment; therefore, it is not possible to identify individual parcels (including
homes, farms, businesses, etc.) that may be in the path of the corridor. However, as noted
in this Draft EIR, the proposed corridor is already developed with a variety of land uses, many
that cannot be displaced without considerable disruption. Although the specific environmental
effects on individual parcels (and their uses) will be assessed in the Tier 2 EIR/EIS for this
beltway project, it is nonetheless anticipated that the following impacts will likely result: (a)
displacement of homes and business; (b) reduction of productive agricultural land; and (c)
short-term increased in construction noise and air pollution during construction of the beltway.
These potential impacts will be off-set by improved regional transportation circulation,
including reducing regional through traffic from the area's local streets. The proposed project
will also implement a portion of the adopted regional land use and circulation plan.

South Beltway Transportation Corridor, May 1994 X·41



SECTION Xl
NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOPI,INITIAL STUDY, DISTRIBUTION LIST

AND RESPONSES TO THE NOP

The following documents include:

(1) A copy of the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study which were circulated between
October 8 end November 8, 1993;

(2) The distribution list for the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study; and,

(31 The responses to the Notice of Preparation from:

• City of Bakersfield, Economic and Community Development Department
• San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
• North Bakersfield Recreation & Park District
• State of California, Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
• Kern High School District
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TO: FROM: Kern CQuncil Qf GQvernments
1401 19th Street
Suite 200
Bakersfield. CA 93301

SUBJECT: Amendment NQ. 1 the Tier 1 EnvirQnmentallmpact RepQrt (EIR) fQr the
SQuth Beltway TransPQrtatiQn CQrridor Study (CalifQrnia State
ClearinghQuse NQ. 92072049)

Kern CQuncll of Governments (Kern COG) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an
amendment to the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the prQject identified
below. Kern COG is requesting input regarding the scope and content of the
environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory resPQnsibilities
in connectiQn with the proposed project. This amendment to the EIR will be
necessary for your agency when cQnsidering your permit or other approval for the
project.

The project description, IQcatiQn, and the probable environmental effects are cQntained
in the attached materials. A copy of the Initial Study is attached.

Your response must be sent at the earliest pQssible date, but not later than 30 days
after receipt of this notice.

Please send YQur response to Ronald Brummett at the address shown above. We will
need the name for a contact person in YQur agency.

PROJECT TITLE: Amendment No. 1 to the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report for
the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study

LOCATION: City of Bakersfield, California

NOP - 1



DESCRIPTION: The South Beltway Transportation Corridor ("proposed project")
is an east/west corridor which would connect Interstate 5 and
State Route 58. The focus of this amendment is the eastern
portion (Options 1, 2 and 3 on the attached map) of the proposed
project. This segment would connect Options A, B, and C (or,
"the western portion", as shown on the attached map) at a point
between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road and extend either
to Route 58 (Option 1) or Vineland Road (Options 2 and 3). The
three alternatives lie in southeastern Bakersfield between Panama
Road and State Route 58.

Date: October 8, 1993

/
Signature: //-"<~ ~·.7
Title: _E==.::.=.:~===,--_
Telephone: 805/861-2191

Consulting firm retained to prepare Draft EIR:

Name:
Address:

Contact Person:

Harland Bartholomew & Associates, Inc.
199 South Los Robles Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
Frank Wein, AICP
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Figure 1
Proposed South Beltway
Transportation Corridor
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INITIAL STUDY:
Amendment No. 1 to the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report

for the South Beltway Transportation Corridor

California State Clearinghouse No. 9207249

PROJECT LOCATION

The Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) will be the "lead agency" (as defined in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CECA}) for this amendment to the Tier 1 environmental
documentation for the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor. Kern COG. the City
of Bakersfield. the County of Kern. and the California State Department of Transportation
(Caltrans). have identified several transportation corridors in the metropolitan Bakersfield area.
One of these corridors is the South Beltway Transportation Corridor. The east/west Corridor
would connect Interstate 5 on the west end to Route 58 or Vineland Road on the east (see
Figure 1). This corridor has been identified in the recently adopted 2010 General Plan for the
Bakersfield Metropolitan Area. Options A. B. and C of the South Beltway Transportation
Corridor (as shown on the attached map) will herein be referred to as the western portion of
the corridor. The eastern portion alternatives will connect with the western portion of the
corridor at a point approximately between Union Avenue and Cottonwood Road and extend
either to Route 58 (Option 1) or Vineland Road (Options 2 and 3). The three project
alternatives lie in southeastern Bakersfield between Panama Road and State Route 58.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This document is Amendment No. 1 to the Tier 1 South Beltway Transportation Corridor
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The proposed project is an east/west transportation
corridor which connects Interstate 5 on the west with State Route 58 on the east. The
western portion of the corridor (Options A. Band C as identified on the map) was analyzed
in the original EIR and will not be altered. The focus of this amendment to the EIR will be the
alternatives for the eastern portion only. All three alternatives are equal. with no preferred
alternative. The specific type of transportation facility has not been determined and will be
the subject of future environmental documentation. The following is a description of the each
alternative/option:

Option 1: This alternative extends in a north-northeasterly direction from the western
portion of the corridor and intersects State Route 58 at the Oswell Street
intersection.
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Option 2:

Option 3:

This alternative extends northeasterly approximately to the
AtchisonfTopeka/Southern Pacific/Santa Fe railroad tracks, north of Panama
Lane, and then travels east connecting with Vineland Road.

This alternative travels northeasterly to approximately Panama Lane between
Cottonwood Road and Fairfax Road and then extends easterly connecting with
Vinelend Road.

The Tier 1 EIR is intended to analyze the impacts associated with the right-of-way required
for a transportation corridor. At the present time no specific type of transportation facility has
been selected. The only issues that have been identified are the need for the corridor and its
general location. Several types of facilities which may be appropriate to serve the area in the
future, such as a freeway, light rail, HOV lanes, or other transit uses. It is assumed that each
use would dictate different right-of-way dimensions. However, in order to provide an estimate
of the approximate amount of land required for a typical right-of-way, the following California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) highway standards were used. A six-lane divided
highway consisting of six 12-feet wide travel lanes, a 50-feet wide median, and 10-feet wide
shoulders on each side of the highway with an additional 30 feet between the edge of the
highway and the right-of-way fence to allow for frontage roads would require a right-of-way
of 212 feet. Additionally, in areas needing elevated road crossings or depression of the road,
approximately 50 feet of additional right-of-way would be needed on each side to compensate
for the 2: 1 slope ratio required by Caltrans. These areas would require a total right-of-way
of approximately 31 2 feet. The actual facility may require a larger or smaller right-of-way.
Anticipated construction activities would include paving, overlaying existing pavement,
widening of some roadway/bridge structures, modifying traffic signals, modifying existing
roadway drainage facilities, and construction of new concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Kern COG will be the lead agency for the preparation of Amendment No. 1 to the Tier 1
environmental documentation for the proposed South Beltway Transportation Corridor. This
Initial Study, submitted in compliance with CEQA Guidelines and the City of Bakersfield's
Local Guidelines, has been prepared for the purpose of determining the potential environmental
impacts associated with the project. The Environmental Checklist Form on the following page
has been completed to identify the environmental issues raised by the proposed project.
Based on this checklist, Kern COG has identified the need for a Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Report.

The "Discussion of Environmental Evaluation" supplements information contained in the
accompanying Environmental Checklist Form and provides a brief discussion of the issues
identified by the applicant. The proposed project was evaluated against those impact areas
listed in tha checklist and categorized under one of the three headings.

If the proposed project would produce an environmental impact, or may produce an impact,
the checklist was marked under either the "yes" or "maybe" heading. If no environmental
impact upon the topical issue would result from implementation of the project. the checklist
was marked under the "no" heading.
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J. Uackground

I.
2.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
(fo He Completed Hy Lead Agency)

NAme of Proponent Kern Cot mc; J of C"-overtJD?ots
Address and Phone II of Proponent 1401 J9th Street 51]; te 200

BakersfielO, Calj£ornia 93301
(80S) 861-2191

3. Date of the ChceJcJist Submitted

4. Agency Requiring the O1ecklis,

5. N:ame ofthe Propos2l. if 2pplie2b1e South Be 1 tway Transportation Corri dar

II. Environmental Impacts:
(Explanations of all "yes";'no". and "maybe" answers are required on attached sheets.)

l. Earth. Will the proposal result in:

a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in
geologic structures? .

b. Disruptions. displaccmenu. compaction or
uncovering of the soil? X

c. Change in topography or ground surface
relief features'] X

d. The destruction. covering or modification
of any unique geologic or physical features?

e. Any increase in wind Or water erosion of
soils. either on or off the site?

f. Otanges in deposition or erosion of beach
sands. or changes in siltation. depostion or
erosion which may modify the channel of a
river or stream or the bed of the ocean
or any bay. inlet or lake?

g. Exposure of people or property '0 geologic

hazards such as earthquakes. landslides,
mudslides. ground failure. or similar hazards'!

2. Air. Will the proposal result in:

a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration
or ambien1 air quality'!

b. The creation of objectionable odors'?

c. Alteration of air movement. moisture. or
temperature. or any change in climate.
either locally or regionally?

3. Water. Will the proposa1l"csult in:

a. Changes in eunenlS. or the course of
direction of waler movements. in either

X

X

X

X

X

x

X

X



Yes Maybe No

marine or fresh water? _X_

b. Otangcs in absorption rates. drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of surface

runorr! X

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood
waters? X

d. O1ange in the amount of surface water in
any water body'? _X_

e. Discharge into surface waters. or in any
alteration ofsurface water quality,
incJuding but not limited to temperature.
dissolved oxygen or turbidity? X

f, Alteration of the direction or rate of flow
of ground waters? X

g. O1ange in the quantity of ground waters,
either through direct additions or withdrawals,
or through interception of an aquifer with cuts
or excavations'? X

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public water

supplies? X

i. Exposure of people or property to water
related hazards such as flooding or tidal
waves?

4. Plan' Life. Will the proposal result in: X

a. Gange in the diversity of species. or number
of any species of plants (including tr~es. shrubs.
grass. crops. and aquatic plants)? X

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare
or endangered species of planlS? X

c. Introduction of new species ofplanlS into an
area. or in a barrier to the normal
replishment of existing species? X

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural
crop? X

5. Animal Life. Will the proposal resull in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers
of any species of animals (birds. land animals
including reptiles. fish and shellfish. benthic



Yes Maybe No

movement? _X_

b. Effects on existing parking facilities. or
demand for new parking? _X_

c. Substantial impact upon existing transpor-
tation systems? X

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation
or movement of people and/or goods'? X

e. Alterations to waterborne. rail or air traffic? X

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians'? X

14. Public Services. Will tbe proposal bave an
effect upon. or result in a need Cor Dew or
altered governmental service, in any of the
following areas:

3- Fire protection '? X

b. Police protection '? X

c. Schools? _X_

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? X

e. Maintenance of pUblic facil.ities. inclUding
roads? X

f. Other governmental sevices? _X_

is. EDergy. WilJ the proposal rcsuJ tin:

3- Use of substantial amounts of fuel Dr energy? X

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing

sources or energy. or require the development
of new sources of energy? X

16. Utilities. Will tbe proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alterations
to the following utilities? X

17. Humao Health. Will tbe proposal result in:

a. Creation of any health hazard or potential
health hazard (excluding mental health)? X

b. Exposure of people to potential health
hazards? X



18. Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the
obstl'lJC1~Onof any scenic vista or view open
to the pu blic. or will tbe proposal rcsul t in
the creation of an aesthetically offcnsivc
site OpCD to public view?

19. Recreation. Will the proposal result in an
impact UpOD tbe quality or quantity of
existing recreational opportunities?

20. Cultural Resources. Will the proposal result in:

a. The alteration of or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeoligical site?

b. Adverse physical or aesthetic effeclS to a
prehi~toric or historic building, structure.
or object']

c. The potential 10 cause a physical change

which would affect unique ethnic cultural
values?

d. The restriction of existing religious or sacred

uses within the potential impact area?

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. Does tne
project bave:

a. The potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat

of a flSh or wildlife species. cause a fish or

wildlife population to drop below self sustaining
levels threaten to eliminate a plant or animal

community reduce the number or restrict the

rand of a rare or endangered plant or animal

or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

b. The potentiaJ to achieve short-term. to the dis­

advantage oflong-tenn. environmental goals? (A

short-term impact on the environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief. definilive period of lime

while long-term impacts will endure well into the

future).

x

_x_

x

x

x

_x_

x

c. Impacts which are individually limited. but

cumulatively considerable: (A project may

impact on two or more separate resources where

the impact on each resource is relatively small,

but where the effect of the totaJ of those im­

pacls on the environment is significant).

d. Environmental effects which will cause substantial

x



adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly'?

III. Discussion of Environmental EvaJuation
(Narrative description of environmental impacts).

IV. Determination
(To be complcted by the Lead Agency).

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a
significant effect on the environment. and a NEGATIVE
DECLAMTION will be prepared. D
I find that although the proposed project could have
a significant effect on the environment, there win not
be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measures described on an attached sheet have been added
to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE
PREPARED. c==J
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect
on the environmen~ and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required. [JL]

x

Date Signature

For



DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The following provides a narrative description of the environmental impacts identified in the
preceding environmental checklist form. The terms proposed project, proposed corridor, and
facility are used interchangeably. All issues noted by "yes" or "maybe" on the checklist form
will be assessed in the subject amendment to the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (EIR);
issues noted by "no" will not be assessed in the EIR.

1. Earth; The construction of a transportation corridor will require grading and the uncovering
of soil near the roadbed. As a result, the existing topography of the area immediately adjacent
to the roadbed will be altered. The corridor may extend into areas where the soils need to be
supported in order to provide a safe and stable base. The proposed project will not increase
the exposure of additional people to geologic hazards as the proposed corridor is generally in
the same area as existing highways and roads.

2. Air Quality; The proposed corridor may result in additional traffic volumes in this portion
of the City and County; as a result, there may be an increase in mobile (vehicular) source
emissions. The proposed corridor will not create any objectionable odors or result in the
construction of any barrier to existing air patterns.

3. Water; The proposed corridor will require the construction of additional storm drains and
may alter the existing drainage patterns. The proposed project will not alter existing ground
water sources nor result in any alteration of any surface water stream, river or lake.

4. plant Life and 5. Animal Life: Construction of the proposed project may reduce the
amount of plant life adjacent to the corridor. As a result, some animal life in the area may
have their food supply altered. Endangered plant and/or animal species may be located in the
area and affected by the proposed corridor.

6. Noise; The proposed project may result in a short-term increase in noise due to grading
and construction equipment. In addition, the corridor may increase traffic volumes and result
in a corresponding increase in vehicular-generated noise.

7. Light and Glare; The proposed project may introduce additional short-term sources of light
as a result of construction activities. Additionally, there may be additional sources of light
from vehicular sources travelling along the corridor.

8. Land Use; The proposed project will require a large right-of-way and will likely reduce the
acreage devoted to agricultural and residential uses. Parcels adjacent to the highway that
have limited depth may have their lot area reduced to a substantial degree. Relocation of
businesses or residences may be necessary.

IS - 10



9. Natural Resources: The proposed project will not increase the rate of consumption of
natural resources, nor change the type of natural resources that are used by highway-related
uses.

10. Risk of Upset and 17. Human Health; The proposed corridor will not introduce
explosives or hazardous substances in the area, however. existing gas or oil facilities in the
area may be disturbed or relocated and thereby expose hazardous materials once the grading
of soil begins. Construction of the corridor will improve the area's circulation system and,
therefore. improve the ability of emergency vehicles to respond to requests.

11. population and 12. Housing; The proposed corridor will not increase the area's housing
stock nor directly result in inducing additional population growth, however. homes lying within
the proposed right-of-way for the corridor may be relocated.

13. TransDooation/Cjrcylatjon: The proposed corridor may increase the number of vehicles
using Taft Highway, Interstate 5. and Route 58 due to the new connecting highway and the
increased carrying capacity. As a result, drivers currently using other roadways may alter
their travel patterns to use the new facility. Roadways that provide access to the new facility
may also experience an increase in traffic volumes.

14. pyblic Services. 16. Utilities and 19. Recreatjon; The proposed project will not increase
the demand on police/sheriff, fire, parks, schools, or other public services nor public utilities.
with the exception of roads. The new roadways may require additional maintenance. As a
result, there may be a need for new or altered governmental services or alteration of existing
utility lines/systems peoaining to the new facility.

15. Energy: The proposed project will not increase the amount of energy consumed; there
may, however, be a reduction in the amount of energy used by trucks and automobiles as a
result of increasing operating efficiencies.

18. Aesthetics: The proposed corridor will not introduce any significant structures that would
inhibit views in the area.

20. Cultural Resources; The proposed corridor may effect undocumented
culturallhistoric/archaeological sites adjacent to the roadway.

IS - 11
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Kern County Library
Northeast

Kern County Library
Rathburn

Kern County Library
Southwest

Department of Public Works
Kern County

Kern County Library
Wilson Road

Planning & Development Services
Kern County

APCD
Kern County

Kern County Sheriff

Department of Park & Recreation
Kern County

Community Development
Kern County

Fire Department
Kern County

Department of Health
Kern County

Beale Library
Kern County

Holloway-Gonzales Library
Kern County

Joe 0 I Bannon
Valley Air District
2700 liMit St., Suite 275
Bakersfield. CA 93301

City of Bakersfield
Public Works
1501 Truxtun Ave.
Bakersfield, CA 93301

City of Bakersfield
Community DevelopIDent
515 Truxtun Ave.
Bakersfield. CA 93301

City of Bakersfield
Fire Department
2101 "H" St.
Bakersfield. CA 93301



Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State clearinghouse
1400 10th St.
Sacramento, CA 95814

City of Bakersfield
Police Department
PO Box 59
Bakersfield. CA 93302

Kern County Water Agency
PO Box 58
Bakersfield, CA 93302

Kern High School District
2000 24th St.
Bakersfield. CA 93301

Bruce W. Rapp
Pacific Bell
200 New Stine Rd .• Room 260
Bakersfield. CA 93309

Kern County Housing Authority
525 Roberts Lane
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Golden Empire Transit District
1830 Golden State Ave.
Bakersfield. CA 93301

Bakersfield Senior Center (CTSA)
530 4th St.
Bakersfield, CA 93304

California State Department of Transport
District 6
PO Box 12616
Fresno, CA 93778

San Joaquin Valley Unified APeD
1999 Tuolumne St.
Fresno. CA 93721

Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce
1033 Truxtun Ave.
Bakersfield. CA 93301

Board of Trade
Kern County

North Bakersfield Park & Rec Oistrict
450 Galaxy Ave.
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Economic Development Corporation
Kern County
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BAKERSFIELD

October 14, 1993

Mr. Ronald E. Brummett
Executive Director
Kern Council of Governments
1401 - 19th Street Suite 200
Bakersfield, California 93301

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT NO. I TO THE SOUTH BELTWAY
TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY

Dear Ron,

In reviewing the proposed alternatives for the South Beltway, I envision potential economic
development opportunities for Bakersfield businesses associated with Alternative # 1.

Alternative #1 runs through the Southeast Metropolitan Bakersfield Incentive Area. This
alignment would provide additional freeway frontage for potential industrial users in the
Incentive Area. Companies considering a location in the Incentive Area would find the
increased visibility and immediate freeway access created by Alternative #1 desirable site
selection criteria. It would also provide closer freeway access to the Bakersfield Municipal
Airport, increasing transportation opportunities for users at the city-owned airport.

I hope these observations may be of some help as you prepare your review.

k;J
John F. Wager, Jr.
Economic Development Director

Sincerely,

cc: Alan Tandy. City Manager
Ed Schulz, Public Works Director
Jack Hardisty, Planning Director

City of Bakersfield· Economic and Community Development Department
515 Truxtun Avenue· BaKersfield. California 93301

(805) 326-3765 • Fax (805) 328-1548 • TOO (805) 324-3631



San Joaquin Valley
Unified Air Pollution Control District

November 2, 1993
,,.,~ ... -

-::'~j~ • ,'=,:

Ronald E. Brummett
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
1401 19th Street, Suite 200
Bakersfield, CA 9330I

I(ER~J caul\
.'30VERN~"

Amendment No.1 the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the South Beltway
Transportation Corridor Study (SCH# 92072049)

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the
Notice of Preparation of your Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and welcomes the
opportunity to continue participation in the environmental processes surrounding this project.

The District has no further requests or suggestions that have not already been communicated
in earlier stages of this project.

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on this Notice of Preparation of an EIR.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (805) 861-3682.

,/K- Cl.d'-
Joe O'Bannon
Environmental Planner, Southern Region

APeD Ref #: 5930225
X Ref lis: 8930050

8920014

David L Crow
ExeC-NUl'CO D,:rectnr.-Air Pollution Control (~cf!r

"<99 '~Ol~rrn~ Slreel ;,u"e 200· F'e~no CA 93721 ·120914971000. FAX ,2091233205:'

'\onhem KeWon

~'C91 545 '%0' ;:~. ,209, 5458652

Central Region

: 999 TU[)lurT'n~ ~I'e-e' SUn!! 200. Fr~~nc CJ. :;13721

209\ 49; 1000. ;:~. 12091 233 2057

soulhern KeRion

;"700 MSl'e~' SUlle 275· 5a~e's"eKl CI< 1J301
BQS, B61 3682. e~, ,e05, 8612060



• :North Bakersfield Recreation & Park District
-105 yal£z.lY :::I1'l:nuc, 'Baker~tu(d; LaLlfomia :'13308 (805) 392-2000

October 19, 1993

Ronald Brummett
Kern Council of Governments
1401 19th Street, Suite 200
Bakersfield, California 93301

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation-Amendment No. 1
to the South Beltway Transportation
Corridor Study Tiere 1 Environmental
Impact Report

Dear Mr. Brummett:

The reference project is outside North Bakersfield Recreation
and Park District boundaries. Therefore, it will have little
if any impact on District services.

Sincerely,
-+

(~C3.:\~
Colon G. Bywater
Planning and Construction Director

CGB:bc



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY PETE WILSON, Go.w"o'

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1352 West Olive Avenue
Post Office Box 12616
Fresno, California 93778

(209) 488-4088
TOD (209) 488-4066
FAX (209) 488-4101

\ NOV c~ .' ,
"-

.'~',' .

November 8, 1993

Mr. Frank Wein
Kern Council of Governments
1401 19th Street, Suite 200
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Dear Mr. Wein:

2132-IGRlCEQA
6-KER-GEN
Amendment No. I-Tier I EIR
for the South Beltway
Corridor Study
SCH# 92072049

We have reviewed the NOP for the above referenced project and have the following
comments.

We question how Alternatives 1,2 and 3 for the South Beltway Corridor will impact State
Routes 184 and 58, panicularly for the traffic impacts. Also, for alternatives 2 and 3, will
there be another nonh-south beltway to intercept these roadways" And if so, where is it
located?

If you have any questions, please call Randy Treece at (209) 488-4153.

Sincerely,

~~J-(9!\j/L;c-<,L/

~ MARC BIRNBAUM, Chiefo Advance Planning & Program Development



KERN HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Kenneth E. secor, President
David B. Stanton, Vice P.- Ea_" J. Gibbons, Clerk

David C. Crenshaw Fred L Slafrh

THOMAS N. JONES, Ed.D.• Supo__

2000 lWENlY.fOURTH STREET
BAKERSFIElD, CAUFORNA

il3301••

(805) &1'-3100

FAX; (805) &1'·2133

DR. NEAL W. OLSEN
AlIOdale Supennlendent, BUllnel.

November 8, 1993

Kern Council oi Governments
ATTN: Ronald E. Brummett
1401 - 19th Street, Suite 200
Bakersfield, CA 93301

\\CJ'''''J~~\fO~l
~ NOV 1 , I~~j

I(~RN cou~

('': GO'/ERN"

RE: Amendment No.1· The Tier I Environmental Impact Report for
the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study
Clearinghouse No. 92072049

Dear Mr. Brummett:

The District's earlier position regarding the South Beltway Transportation Corridor Study
has not changed. The District is presently limited to the location area of the North 1/2
and East 1/2 of Section 32 T.305. R.28. E.

Please take in consideration our 30 million plus investment and the problems your project
will cause us.

If you have any questions, don't hesitate to call me.

Sincereiy,

~-
Jack W. olvard
Director, Facilities Planning

JWC/dy

S·BELTWY.JWC

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTtON/EQUAL OPPOATUNITY EMPLOYER


