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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Land Use and Planning 

Cumulative Land Use Impacts (Impact 4.1.5) 

Implementation of the proposed project would substantially contribute to the conversion of 
vacant/undeveloped land in the region resulting in significant effects to the environment.  In 
addition, future development under the proposed GPU could bring development closer to the 
City of Bakersfield, which could contribute to cumulative land use conflicts in the region.   

Under Alternative 4, the Planning Area would still bring development closer to the City of 
Bakersfield as the Planning Area would still extend out to I-5 both north and south of the 
excluded area. However, the Planning Area would be reduced by 64,158 acres under Alternative 
4, which would lessen the potential for cumulative land use conflicts in the region in comparison 
to the proposed project. Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be better under 
Alternative 4 than under the proposed project. 

Agricultural Resources 

Loss and Conversion of Important Farmland (Impact 4.2.1)  

Implementation of the proposed project designates areas of Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Grazing Land within the Expansion Area for 
Commercial, Natural Resource, Public Facility, and Industrial uses. To be exact, the proposed 
General Plan Update would result in 2,827 acres of Prime Farmland, 2,670 acres of Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, 7,466 acres of Unique Farmland, and 24,117 acres of Grazing Land, or a 
total of 37,080 acres (2,827+2,670+7,466+24,117 = 37,080) of Important Farmland 
(approximately 30 percent of Important Farmland inventoried in the Planning Area) being 
designated for uses other than agriculture.  In addition, buildout of the existing City limits is 
anticipated to occur by about 2035 and would result in the conversion of the entire 4,532 acres 
of Grazing Land to urban uses. 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would designate 27,983.96 acres of Important Farmland (745.5 
acres of Prime Farmland, 970.49 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 137.2 acres of 
Unique Farmland, and 26,130.77 acres of Grazing Land) for land uses other than agriculture. 
Since Alternative 4 would result in 9,096.04 fewer acres of Important Farmland conversion than 
the proposed project, impacts under the Alternative 4 would be better than under the proposed 
project.  

It should be noted that, under Alternative 4, land uses within the excluded area would continue 
to be guided by the County General Plan, which designates Important Farmland for uses other 
than agriculture. While the City would not have jurisdiction over land use decisions for County 
lands and analysis of environmental impacts of County land use decisions is not within the scope 
of this Draft EIR, it is likely that Alternative 4 would result in the conversion of Important 
Farmland under County jurisdiction. 
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Agricultural/Urban Interface Conflicts (Impact 4.2.2) 

Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation of the proposed project may 
involve the placement of residential and other non-agricultural land uses adjacent to agricultural 
uses that could result in agricultural/urban interface. Land use interface conflicts can individually 
or cumulatively decrease the efficiency of farming operations which can cause production costs 
to rise and make farming operation less appealing. The increase in production cost can eventually 
force the farmer into a land use conversion. 

Implementation of the Alternative 4 would also allow for urban uses adjacent to agricultural 
lands in areas of the Planning Area outside of the City limits. However, as discussed above, 
Alternative 4 would result in significantly less farmland conversion than the proposed project. 
Therefore, impacts associated with agricultural/urban interface conflicts would be better under 
the Alternative 4 than under the proposed project. 

Conflicts with Williamson Act and FSZ Contracts (Impact 4.2.3) 

The proposed project would result in 8,908 acres of land currently under Williamson Act 
contracts and 5,569 acres of land under FSZ contracts being designated for uses other than 
agriculture, which could lead to the removal of this land (a total of 14,477 acres) from active 
contracts. The California Government Code prohibits annexation of Williamson Act and FSZ 
contracted land unless specific criteria are met but does not preclude annexation entirely. 
Therefore, lands within the Expansion Area could be annexed and developed consistent with the 
proposed project, providing those criteria were met. 

Alternative 4 would designate 6,148.3 acres of Williamson Act lands and lands under FSZ 
contracts for Natural Resource, Mixed Use, and Public Facilities uses and could result in the 
conversion of these lands to non-agricultural uses. This is significantly less than the 14,447 acres 
of Williamson Act lands and FSZ contracts that have the potential to be converted under the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts associated with the loss and conversion of Williamson Act 
lands and FSZ contracts under Alternative 4 would be better than under the proposed project. 

It should be noted that, under Alternative 4, land uses within the excluded area would continue 
to be guided by the County General Plan, which designates Williamson Act lands and lands 
under FSZ contracts for uses other than agriculture. While the City would not have jurisdiction 
over land use decisions for County lands and analysis of environmental impacts of County land 
use decisions is not within the scope of this Draft EIR, it is likely that Alternative 4 would result 
in the conversion of Williamson Act lands and lands under FSZ contracts within County 
jurisdiction. 

Cumulative Impacts to Agricultural Resources (Impact 4.2.4) 

Implementation of the proposed project, along with other proposed development in Kern 
County, would contribute to the cumulative conversion of Important Farmlands to other uses. 
While the acreage converted would represent only a small percentage of Important Farmland in 
Kern County, this would be in addition to important farmland conversions associated with 
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development anticipated under the applicable land use plans of Kern County and the 
incorporated cities of Bakersfield, Arvin, California City, Delano, Maricopa, McFarland, 
Ridgecrest, Shafter, Tehachapi, Wasco and Taft. Thus, the proposed project would contribute to 
a potentially significant amount of Important Farmland in Kern County being removed from 
agricultural uses. 

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would result in significantly less conversion of agricultural 
lands than the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4’s contribution to cumulative 
agricultural resource impacts would be better than the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

Project and Cumulative Population, Housing, and Employment Increases (Impact 4.3.1 and 
Impact 4.3.3) 

At buildout the proposed project would accommodate a population of 68,018 persons, 25,184 
housing units and 48,420 jobs within the Planning Area by the buildout year of 2050.  This 
represents a 276% increase over current population levels.  This substantial growth would have a 
significant physical effect on the environment. In addition, the proposed project and all existing, 
approved, proposed, and reasonable foreseeable in the surrounding cities and unincorporated 
areas of the County could result in a cumulative increase in population and housing growth and 
associated environmental impacts.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Even though Alternative 4 would generate 23,680 fewer jobs within the 
Expansion Area, impacts would still be worse under this Alternative due to the significant 
increase in population and housing. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Deficient LOS Conditions on Study Roadway Segments (Impact 4.4.1) 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic volumes that would 
result in deficient level of service conditions in year 2035 and would conflict with Caltrans 
standards for level of service. Specifically, the proposed project would result in a decline of 
service for two segments of SR 119, from LOS B to LOS F for SR 119 between Tupman Road 
to SR 43, and from Los A to LOS F for SR 119 between SR 43 to I-5, respectively. This decline 
in LOS for these two segments of SR 119 would also conflict with Caltrans’ TCR for state routes 
in the study area that establishes a minimum of LOS C for SR 119, and LOS D for SR 43.   

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Even though Alternative 4 would generate 23,680 fewer jobs within the 
Expansion Area, traffic volumes within the Planning Area would still be increased in comparison 
to the proposed project due to the increase in population and housing. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that SR 119 between Tupman Road to SR 43, and SR 119 between SR 43 to I-5 
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would still experience a decline in LOS as a result of Alternative 4  Impacts would be worse 
under Alternative 4 than under the proposed project.  

Project and Cumulative Aviation System Impacts (Impact 4.4.4 and Impact 4.4.8) 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase demand for service at the Taft-Kern-
County Airport which currently operates with one runway and has been deemed an 
unsatisfactory facility for the area. In addition, the proposed project would contribute to 
increases in cumulative demands for aviation services in the region.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in a more significant increase in 
demand for aviation services at the Taft-Kern-County Airport and aviation system impacts 
would be worse than under the proposed project.  

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways (Impact 4.4.5) 

The proposed project would add substantial traffic volumes on local roadways and state highway 
facilities that would result in significant traffic impacts within the Planning Area as well as in 
adjoining jurisdictions.  As discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would 
result in some service levels exceeding proposed standards and policies of Caltrans and the 
County by resulting in declining levels of service on roadway segments within the General Plan 
planning horizon.  This would be true under cumulative conditions as well.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Even though Alternative 4 would generate 23,680 fewer jobs within the 
Expansion Area, traffic volumes within the Planning Area would still be increased in comparison 
to the proposed project due to the increase in population and housing. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that Alternative 4 would contribute to cumulative traffic impacts to a greater degree 
than the proposed project. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 4 would be worse than under 
the proposed project. 

Air Quality  

Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Applicable Air Quality Plans or Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing Air Quality Violation (Impact 4.5.1) 

Implementation of the proposed project would allow for population growth that would exceed 
projections assumed in SJVAPCD’s 2007 Ozone Plan.  This inconsistency could hinder 
SJVAPCD’s ozone attainment strategy.  

Alternative 4 would result in a buildout population of 84,595 persons, an increase of 16,577 in 
comparison to the proposed project. Since cumulative impacts on regional air quality are 
determined by comparing proposed population growth accommodated by a project with the 
growth that was assumed in attainment plans prepared by the SJVAPCD, Alternative 4 would 
result in worse impacts associated with obstruction of the ozone attainment strategy.    
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Expose Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants (Impact 4.5.4) 

Implementation of the proposed project could locate sensitive receptors near potential existing 
and future sources of TACs, particularly in the Expansion Area, which is currently governed by 
the Kern County General Plan and planned for agricultural, mineral, petroleum production, 
residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses. Land use changes in the Expansion Area 
resulting from the proposed project could introduce land use conflicts that expose persons to 
TACs from industrial or commercial land uses. For example, industrial land uses can produce 
diesel truck traffic that can generate diesel-based particulate matter that has been designated a 
TAC by the State. It should be noted that implementation of General Plan policies included in 
the proposed project would ensure adequate buffers between land uses that could expose 
sensitive receptors to unhealthful levels of TACs or odors. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 could locate more sensitive receptors near 
potential existing and future sources of TACs and impacts would be worse the proposed project.  

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts on Attainment Plans (Impact 4.5.8) 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with cumulative 
development in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, would contribute to a cumulative air quality 
impacts and could conflict with ozone and particulate matter attainment efforts. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Even though Alternative 3 would generate 23,680 fewer jobs within the 
Expansion Area, traffic volumes within the Planning Area would still be increased in comparison 
to the proposed project due to the increase in population and housing. Therefore, Alternative 4 
would result in more air quality impacts that could conflict with ozone and particulate matter 
attainment efforts and impacts would be worse than those under the proposed project.  

Conflict or Obstruct with Implementation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures (Impact 
4.5.9) and Conflict or Obstruct with Implementation of AB 32 (Impact 4.5.11) 

Under the proposed project, CO2e emissions associated within the Planning Area are projected 
to increase, primarily from increases in housing associated with the City’s projected population 
growth. In addition to the CO2e increases, there would also be increases in electricity use, water 
use, and waste associated with the growth accommodated by the proposed project, which would 
further increase CO2e emissions and increase the carbon footprint of the City.  Even with 
proposed General Plan policies that would help reduce GHG emissions from motor vehicles and 
energy use associated with growth, the net increase in emissions would contribute to climate 
change. As a result, the proposed General Plan Update is inconsistent with AB 32’s goal of 
reducing GHG emissions by 2020 to 1990 levels.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Since CO2e emissions associated within the Planning Area are projected to 
increase primarily from increases in housing associated with the City’s population growth, 
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Alternative 4 would generate more CO2e emissions than the proposed project. Therefore, 
impacts associated with CO2e emissions would be worse under Alternative 4 than under the 
proposed project.  

Noise 

Exposure to Construction Noise (Impact 4.6.1) 

Activities associated with construction of land uses allowed under the proposed project could 
result in elevated noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses.  Increases in ambient noise levels, 
particularly during the nighttime hours, could result in increased levels of annoyance and 
potential sleep disruption. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, exposure to construction noise under Alternative 4 would be 
worse than under the proposed project.   

Exposure to Roadway Traffic Noise (Impact 4.6.2) and Noise Impacts Associated with Increased 
Traffic Resulting from Buildout of the Proposed General Plan (Impact 4.6.7) 

The proposed project includes noise-sensitive land use designations along roadways anticipated 
to experience substantial increases in traffic noise.  Development of noise-sensitive land uses 
could also occur within the projected 60 dBA CNEL noise contours of area roadways.  Buildout 
of the proposed project would result in increased exposure of existing and future noise-sensitive 
land uses to traffic noise levels that could exceed the City’s land use compatibility noise 
standards. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Even though Alternative 4 would generate 23,680 fewer jobs within the 
Expansion Area, traffic volumes within the Planning Area would still be increased in comparison 
to the proposed project due to the increase in population and housing. Therefore, Alternative 4 
would result in a greater amount of potential noise-sensitive land uses that could occur within 
the projected 60 dBA CNEL noise contours of area roadways and the generation of more traffic 
noise that could affect those noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 4 
would be worse than those under the proposed project. 

Exposure to Aircraft Noise (Impact 4.6.3) 

The proposed project includes land uses that are consistent with the noise policies and 
recommended land uses identified within the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  
However, it is conceivable that future development within the City, as well as future expansion 
of airport activities and associated noise contours, could occur in future years, which may result 
in increased exposure to aircraft noise levels at some nearby noise-sensitive land uses. It should 
be noted that policies and standards contained in the proposed project would ensure that future 
development near Taft-Kern County Airport would meet applicable noise criteria for land use 
compatibility and/or include noise attenuation features to meet applicable noise standards.  
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Accordingly, future development projects under the proposed project located within air traffic 
patterns, corridors, and airport influence zones would be reviewed to ensure continued 
consistency with the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would expose more persons and homes to 
potential aircraft noise and impacts would be worse than under the proposed project. 

Exposure to Stationary Non-Transportation Noise (Impact 4.6.4) 

Implementation of the proposed project could result in the future development of land uses that 
generate noise levels in excess of applicable City noise standards.  Such land uses may include 
commercial, industrial, and recreational uses and could expose noise-sensitive land uses to 
excessive noise levels.  In addition, new noise-sensitive land uses could be located in areas of 
existing stationary noise sources.  Increased exposure to non-transportation source noise levels 
could result in increased levels of annoyance, activity interference, and potential sleep disruption 
for occupants of nearby land uses. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. However, Alternative 4 contains only 1,641.72 acres of land designated for 
General Commercial and Industrial uses in the Expansion Area, as opposed to 3,475 acres for 
those uses in the Expansion Area under the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would 
result in fewer commercial and industrial uses that could generate noise levels in excess of 
applicable City noise standards and impacts would be better in comparison to the proposed 
project. 

Exposure to Groundborne Vibration (Impact 4.6.6) 

The proposed project would result in additional development throughout the Planning Area, 
thus resulting in the potential for noise-sensitive land uses to be exposed to construction-
generated sources of groundborne vibration. Groundborne vibration sources that could 
potentially affect future development would be primarily associated with short-term construction 
activities. It should be noted that implementation of proposed General Plan policies would 
mitigate groundborne vibration impacts by restricting noise-generating construction activities 
that would result in increased levels of annoyance to nearby noise-sensitive land uses to the 
daytime hours of operation.  

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in greater potential for exposure to 
construction-generated sources of groundborne vibration. Impacts under Alternative 4 would be 
worse than under the proposed project.  
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Geology and Soils  

Loss of Mineral Resources (Impact 4.8.6) 

Hundreds of MRZ-2-classified sites exist within the Planning Area. The proposed project would 
allow urban development (e.g., residential, office, and commercial areas and associated 
infrastructure) at various locations throughout the Planning Area. If located on MRZ-2 classified 
lands, this future development could potentially preclude the exploration for and extraction of 
mineral resources, particularly in areas with mineral resources. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would be likely to leave more MRZ-2 sites available for the exploration 
for and extraction of mineral resources and impacts would be better in comparison to the 
proposed project. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Potential Direct Destruction or Damage to Known and Undiscovered Historical Resources 
(Impact 4.9.1) 

Future development allowed under the proposed project could result in the destruction of 
historic buildings and inappropriate alterations resulting in the loss of historic character-defining 
features of buildings. The City’s Preservation Plan does not provide for the protection of historic 
resources, as compliance to the plan is voluntary and the historic designation criteria are not 
consistent with those of CEQA. It should be noted that policies contained in the proposed 
project would minimize impacts to historical resources by requiring an evaluation of any 
proposed demolition or modification to historic or architectural resources that are either listed in 
or determined eligible for inclusion in the National Registry of Historical Places (NHRP), the 
California Registry of Historic Resources (CRHR), or the local historical registry to determine 
whether the project proposal would result in an adverse impact on the historic resource. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in a greater potential for 
development and redevelopment that could impact historic buildings and impacts would be 
worse in comparison to the proposed project.  

Potential Destruction or Damage to Known and Undiscovered Prehistoric Resources and 
Human Remains (Impact 4.9.2) and Potential Destruction or Damage to Known and 
Undiscovered Paleontological Resources (Impact 4.9.3) 

Future development under the proposed project could result in the potential disturbance of 
cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric archaeological sites, historical archaeological sites, and isolated 
artifacts and features), human remains, and/or paleontological resources (i.e., fossils and fossil 
formations) within the Planning Area, particularly previously undiscovered or unknown cultural 
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and paleontological resources. It should be noted that implementation of policies and action 
items included in the proposed project would assist in reducing impacts to known and 
undiscovered cultural and paleontological resources and human remains by conditioning future 
development projects to notify the Planning Department if any prehistoric, archaeological, or 
fossil artifact or resources are uncovered during construction and to stop construction if human 
remains are found.  

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in significantly less ground disturbance than the proposed 
project and thus less potential to uncover and disturb previously undiscovered cultural resources, 
human remains, and/or paleontological resources within the Planning Area.  Impacts under 
Alternative 4 would be better in comparison to the proposed project. 

Prehistoric Resources, Historic Resources, and Human Remains (Impact 4.9.4) 

Archaeological and historical investigations have identified cultural resources in the Planning 
Area, Kern County, and the San Joaquin Valley.  However, archaeological and historical 
investigations have not been conducted within all areas encompassed by the Planning Area.  
Based on the results of previous archaeological and historical investigations within the Planning 
Area, it is likely that development in these areas would discover previously unidentified cultural 
resources and human remains.  Consequently, development under the General Plan Update and 
development in Kern County and the San Joaquin Valley could impact known and undiscovered 
cultural resources and human remains and contribute to the cumulative loss of cultural resources.  
The contribution of development under the General Plan Update could be considerable, when 
combined with other past, present, and foreseeable development in Kern County and the San 
Joaquin Valley. 

As previously discussed, Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. 
Although Alternative 4 would result in more housing units and a larger population than the 
proposed project, population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on 
less land. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in significantly less ground disturbance than the 
proposed project and thus less cumulative impacts to prehistoric resources, historic resources, 
and human remains. Impacts under Alternative 4 would be better in comparison to the proposed 
project. 

Biological Resources  

Project and Cumulative Impacts to Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species (Impact 4.10.1 and 
Impact 4.10.5) 

Land use and development consistent with the proposed project could result in adverse impacts 
on special-status species or essential habitat for special-status species in the Planning Area. These 
impacts, when combined with other habitat impacts occurring from development within 
surrounding areas, would also result in significant cumulative impacts.  Any development within 
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areas that are currently undeveloped could result in impacts to habitat resources that may 
support special-status species and construction of future projects could result in direct “take” of 
habitat and loss of individuals of these species.  Where there are direct impacts to special-status 
species, indirect impacts could occur as well, including increased human/wildlife interactions, 
habitat fragmentation, encroachment by exotic weeds, and area-wide changes in surface water 
flows due to development of previously undeveloped areas. It should be noted that 
implementation of the General Plan policies included in the proposed project would help to 
reduce and minimize both project and cumulative impacts to special-status species and loss of 
sensitive habitats supporting these species from future development. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in significantly less ground disturbance than the proposed 
project and thus less potential to result in direct and indirect impacts to special-status species 
within the Planning Area. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 4 would be better in comparison 
to the proposed project. 

Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities Including Waters of the US (Impacts 4.10.2) 

Implementation of the proposed project could result in disturbance, degradation, and removal of 
valley foothill riparian and wetland habitats, which are found primarily outside City boundaries. 
These habitats are considered to be sensitive natural communities by CDFG. It should be noted 
that implementation of mitigation measures and General Plan policies included in the proposed 
project would help to reduce and minimize impacts to sensitive natural communities from future 
development. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would develop less vacant land outside the City limits and, since riparian 
and wetland habitats are found primarily outside City boundaries, Alternative 4 would likely 
result in less disturbance, degradation, and removal of valley foothill riparian and wetland 
habitats. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 4 would be better in comparison to the proposed 
project. 

Wildlife Corridors (Impact 4.10.3) 

Implementation of the proposed project could result in disturbance, degradation, and removal of 
important corridors for the movement of common and special-status wildlife species due to 
additional traffic, increased human presence, and degradation of the water quality.  Open space, 
including agricultural lands, chaparral, woodlands, and annual grasslands, provides an 
opportunity for dispersal and migration of wildlife species and large-scale development of the 
Planning Area could isolate these areas from one another and adversely impact these areas and 
movement corridors. Additionally, construction of roadways and improvement of existing 
roadways could sever connections between habitats and vegetation types in the Planning Area 
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and could negatively impact ephemeral drainages and jurisdictional waters of the U.S. It should 
be noted that implementation of mitigation measures and General Plan policies included in the 
proposed project would mitigate impacts to wildlife movement corridors. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in less disturbance, degradation, and removal of important 
wildlife corridors. Impacts under Alternative 4 would be better in comparison to the proposed 
project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Increase Storm Runoff and Flooding Potential (Impact 4.11.4)  

New development associated with implementation of the proposed project would increase flow 
rates and volumes of runoff by introducing streets, residential structures, commercial and 
industrial buildings, other buildings, parking areas, and other impervious surfaces and by 
providing improved facilities for drainage conveyance. In addition, Planning Area soils are highly 
erodable and there are segments of Sandy Creek and its tributaries that have already been 
experiencing significant headcutting and erosion.  These processes will be exacerbated if the 
frequency, rates and volumes of runoff are increased by the introduction of impervious surfaces 
with new development. New development in the Planning Area will also increase peak rates of 
runoff conveyed in Sandy Creek and tributaries during major storms (such as a 100-year storm 
event). It should be noted that implementation of General Plan policies included in the proposed 
project would serve to offset the impacts of new development on stormwater flows and volumes 
by addressing both frequent storm events and the rarer, high-magnitude storm events. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in significantly less ground disturbance than the proposed 
project and thus flow rates and volumes of runoff would be substantially less than under the 
proposed project. Runoff and flooding impacts would be better under Alternative 4 than under 
the proposed project. 

Flooding Hazards (Impact 4.11.5) 

Implementation of the proposed project would allow for new development to occur without 
regard to availability of access to buildings during a flood event. It should be noted that General 
Plan policies included in the project would help reduce potential flooding hazards included in the 
proposed project would ensure that future development is designed and constructed in a manner 
that will provide adequate site access during flood events and thus minimize the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding. 
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Alternative 4 would result in 6,136 more housing units at buildout than the proposed project. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would have greater potential for development to occur without regard 
to availability of access to buildings during a flood event. Therefore, flooding hazard impacts 
under Alternative 4 would be worse than under the proposed project.  

Cumulative Flooding Impacts (Impact 4.11.7) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with existing, approved, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable development in the watershed, would increase impervious surfaces and 
alter drainage conditions and rates in the Planning Area, which could contribute to cumulative 
flood conditions along the Kern River, Sandy Creek, and/or other local waterways.  In addition, 
the proposed project may allow for development within existing flood hazard zones, including 
the inundation area of Isabella Dam. 

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. 
Although Alternative 4 would result in more housing units and a larger population than the 
proposed project, population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on 
less land. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative flow rates and volumes of runoff 
would be less and flooding impacts would be better under Alternative 4 than under the proposed 
project. 

Cumulative Groundwater Supply Depletion (Impact 4.11.8) 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, and other reasonably foreseeable development activities in the Kern County 
Groundwater Subbasin, would contribute to an increased demand for municipal water supply, 
requiring increased groundwater pumping and potentially contributing to groundwater level 
declines and overdraft of the aquifer.   

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would result in more housing units and a larger population 
than the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would increase demand for groundwater to a 
greater degree than the proposed project and cumulative groundwater depletion impacts would 
be worse than those under the proposed project. 

Visual Resources 

Alteration of Visual Character (Impact 4.12.3) 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would change the visual character of the 
Planning Area through intensification of urban uses within the existing City limits and the 
introduction of urban uses outside the City limits. It should be noted that General Plan policies 
included in the project would assist in reducing impacts associated with land use changes that 
have the potential to change the overall visual character of the Planning Area. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
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population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would allow less development on land in the Expansion Area that is 
currently characterized by active agricultural operations and open space and would result in 
fewer impacts to the aesthetic value of these resources. Furthermore, proposed General Plan 
policies would be implemented under Alternative 4 and aesthetic conditions within City limits 
would be improved as discussed above.  Impacts under Alternative 4 would be better than those 
under the proposed project.  

Daytime Glare and Nighttime Lighting (Impact 4.12.4)  

The proposed project includes land uses and policies that would result in new development and 
redevelopment in the Planning Area. Such development could introduce new light and glare 
sources into the Planning Area, particularly in the rural and undeveloped portions of the 
Planning Area. In addition, implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result 
in intensified nighttime lighting levels associated with increased traffic levels and further 
residential and commercial development. It should be noted that General Plan policies included 
in the project would assist in reducing daytime glare nighttime light and illumination impacts. 

Alternative 4 would result in 16,577 more persons and 6,136 more housing units at buildout than 
the proposed project. In addition, traffic volumes within the Planning Area would be increased 
in comparison to the proposed project due to the increase in population and housing.  Even 
though Alternative 4 contains less land designated for General Commercial and Industrial uses in 
the Expansion Area, it would still result in more sources of daytime light and glare and nighttime 
light than the proposed project due to increased housing and traffic. Impacts would be worse 
under Alternative 4 than under the proposed project. 

Cumulative Visual Resources Impacts (Impact 4.12.5) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable 
projects within Kern County and the San Joaquin Valley, would contribute to cumulatively 
considerable changes in the visual character of the area. The land uses allowed under the 
proposed project would contribute to this alteration of the visual character of the area by 
converting rural uses to urban development. Furthermore, cumulative development would 
introduce new sources of daytime glare and would substantially change nighttime lighting and 
illumination levels in the region, including increasing “sky glow” conditions in the region that 
would reduce visibility of the nighttime sky. 

Alternative 4 would reduce the proposed Planning Area by 64,158 acres. Although Alternative 4 
would result in more housing units and a larger population than the proposed project, 
population and housing growth would be concentrated in higher densities on less land. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would allow less development on land in the Expansion Area that is 
currently characterized by active agricultural operations and open space and would result in 
fewer impacts to the aesthetic value of these resources. Therefore, cumulative visual resource 
impacts under Alternative 4 would be better than those under the proposed project.  
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Public Services and Utilities 

Increased Demand for Water Supply and Cumulative Water Service Impacts (Impacts 4.13.5.1 
and 4.13.5.3) 

The Water Supply Evaluation prepared for the General Plan Update (Tulley and Young, 2009) 
found that future development consistent with land uses proposed by the  General Plan Update 
would increase potable water demands within WKWD’s service area by 9,788 af/y at buildout of 
the Planning Area. Addition of these increased demands to WKWD’s projections indicate that 
WKWD would still have a surplus of over 17,000 af/y at build out of the Planning Area (27,254 
af/y surplus at buildout of WKWD service area – 9,788 af/y in additional demands from 
buildout of GPU = 17,466 af/y remaining surplus). However, WKWD water supplies may not 
be reliable since SWP supplies relied upon by WKWD are based on receiving a higher 
percentage of normal year entitlements than what DWR currently recommends and WKWD’s 
2025 supplies as projected by its 2005 UWMP rely on supplies that are not supported by firm 
contractual entitlements. If WKWD cannot adequately document water supplies from the Kern 
River Alluvial Fan (or other sources) as required for any future SB 610 analysis, projected 
demand would exceed supply by 16,923 af/y at buildout of the General Plan Update. Other 
existing, planned, proposed, approved, and reasonably foreseeable development within the 
WKWD service area would place further demands on WKWD’s supplies and could result in 
greater cumulative shortages. 

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would result in more housing units and a larger population 
than the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would increase demand for groundwater 
supplies and service to a greater degree than the proposed project and impacts would be worse 
than those under the proposed project. 

Increased Demand for Wastewater Service/Conveyance and Treatment Facilities (Impact 
4.13.6.1) 

Implementation of the proposed GPU is expected to result in a total of 25,184 housing units and 
a population of 68,018 at buildout. This increased population and development would 
substantially increase wastewater flows and would result in increased demand for wastewater 
services.  The project average wastewater flow at buildout of the GPU is 6.33 million gallons per 
day (mgd). Meeting increased demand would require the extension of new wastewater collection 
system infrastructure including collectors, trunks, and interceptor sewer lines and appurtenances. 
Increased treatment and disposal capacity would also be required to ensure adequate treatment 
of the City’s wastewater flows. 

Buildout of Alternative 4 would result in a population of 84,595, which would increase the City’s 
average wastewater flow to approximately 7.87 mgd (see Table 6.0-3 below). The Taft 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (TWWTP) currently has a total permitted capacity of 1.5 mgd. 
Therefore, the existing capacity of the TWWTP is not adequate to accommodate the anticipated 
wastewater flows at buildout of Alternative 4. Alternative 4 would require treatment and disposal 
capacity, as well as additional wastewater conveyance capacity, to be increased to a greater degree 



 
 

6.0  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
  

  

  
  

C I T Y  O F  T A F T  G E N E R A L  P L A N  J U L Y  2 0 0 9
D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  6 . 0 - 7 5

than under the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would be worse under Alternative 4 than 
under the proposed project. 

TABLE 6.0-3 
PROJECTED WASTEWATER FLOW AT BUILDOUT OF THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN (NO 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE)  

 
Population at 

Buildout 
Flow Factor 

Projected Wastewater 
Flows 
(mgd) 

Average Flow Projection 84,595 93 gallons per person 
per day 7.87 mgd 

Source: Flow Factor based on personal communication (letter) from Amando Garza, Carollo Engineers to the City of Taft on June 6, 
2008. 

6.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of 
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d)(2) states that 
if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives.  

Table 6.0-4 provides a summary of the potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this 
section, as compared with the potential impacts of the proposed project. The ranking of the 
impact as compared to the proposed project is shown for each impact.  A “B” ranking means 
that the alternative would either avoid or lessen the identified environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, while a “W” ranking means the alternative would result in a greater impact.  
The “S” ranking identifies where the alternative has a similar impact as the proposed project.  
Based upon the evaluation described in this section, Alternative 1 would be the environmentally 
superior alternative. As stated above, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the 
other alternatives. After the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1), Alternative 2 would be the 
environmentally superior alternative. 
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TABLE 6.0-4 
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Alternative 
1 No 

Project 
Alternative

Alternative 2 
Reduced 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Alternative  3 
Northeast 

High Density 
Mixed Use 

Cluster 

Alternative 4 
Southeast High 
Density Mixed 

Use Cluster 

Cumulative Land Use Impacts (Impact 4.1.5) B B B B 

Loss and Conversion of Important Farmland 
(Impact 4.2.1) B B B B 

Agricultural/Urban Interface Conflicts (Impact 
4.2.2) B B B B 

Conflicts with Williamson Act and FSZ Contracts 
(Impact 4.2.3) B B B B 

Cumulative Impacts to Agricultural Resources 
(Impact 4.2.4) B B B B 

Project and Cumulative Population, Housing, and 
Employment Increases (Impact 4.3.1 and Impact 
4.3.3) 

B B W W 

Deficient LOS Conditions on Study Roadway 
Segments (Impact 4.4.1) B S W W 

Project and Cumulative Aviation System Impacts 
(Impact 4.4.4 and Impact 4.4.8) B S W W 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and 
State Highways (Impact 4.4.5) B S W W 

Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of 
Applicable Air Quality Plans or Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing Air Quality Violation 
(Impact 4.5.1) 

B S W W 

Expose Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Air 
Contaminants (Impact 4.5.4) B S W W 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts on Attainment 
Plans (Impact 4.5.8) B B W W 

Conflict or Obstruct with Implementation of 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures (Impact 
4.5.9) and Conflict or Obstruct with 
Implementation of AB 32 (Impact 4.5.11) 

B S W W 

Exposure to Construction Noise (Impact 4.6.1) B S W W 

Exposure to Roadway Traffic Noise (Impact 4.6.2) 
and Noise Impacts Associated with Increased 
Traffic Resulting from Buildout of the Proposed 
General Plan (Impact 4.6.7) 

B S W W 

Exposure to Aircraft Noise (Impact 4.6.3) B S W W 



 
 

6.0  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
  

  

  
  

C I T Y  O F  T A F T  G E N E R A L  P L A N  J U L Y  2 0 0 9
D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  6 . 0 - 7 7

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project

Alternative 
1 No 

Project 
Alternative

Alternative 2 
Reduced 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Alternative  3 
Northeast 

High Density 
Mixed Use 

Cluster 

Alternative 4 
Southeast High 
Density Mixed 

Use Cluster 

Exposure to Stationary Non-Transportation Noise 
(Impact 4.6.4) B B B B 

Exposure to Groundborne Vibration (Impact 4.6.6) B S W W 

Loss of Mineral Resources (Impact 4.8.6) B S B B 

Potential Direct Destruction or Damage to Known 
and Undiscovered Historical Resources (Impact 
4.9.1) 

W S W W 

Potential Destruction or Damage to Known and 
Undiscovered Prehistoric Resources and Human 
Remains (Impact 4.9.2) and Potential Destruction 
or Damage to Known and Undiscovered 
Paleontological Resources (Impact 4.9.3) 

B B B B 

Prehistoric Resources, Historic Resources, and 
Human Remains (Impact 4.9.4) B B B B 

Project and Cumulative Impacts to Special-Status 
Plant and Wildlife Species (Impact 4.10.1 and 
Impact 4.10.5) 

B B B B 

Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities 
Including Waters of the US (Impacts 4.10.2) B B B B 

Wildlife Corridors (Impact 4.10.3) B B B B 

Increase Storm Runoff and Flooding Potential 
(Impact 4.11.4) B B B B 

Flooding Hazards (Impact 4.11.5) W S W W 

Cumulative Flooding Impacts (Impact 4.11.7) B S B B 

Cumulative Groundwater Supply Depletion (Impact 
4.11.8) B S W W 

Alteration of Visual Character (Impact 4.12.3) S B B B 

Daytime Glare and Nighttime Lighting (Impact 
4.12.4) B B W W 

Cumulative Visual Resources Impacts (Impact 
4.12.5) B B B B 

Increased Demand for Water Supply and 
Cumulative Water Service Impacts (Impacts 4.13.5.1 
and 4.13.5.3) 

B S W W 

Increased Demand for Wastewater 
Service/Conveyance and Treatment Facilities 
(Impact 4.13.6.1) 

B S W W 

Overall Impact Comparison B B W W 

Notes:  B = Better, S = Similar, W = Worse  
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This section discusses the additional topics statutorily required by CEQA.  The topics discussed 
include significant irreversible environmental changes/irretrievable commitment of resources, 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, and growth-inducing impacts. 

7.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires that 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed 
action.  A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as: 

The way in which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Included in this are 
projects which could remove obstacles to population growth…It is not assumed that growth in an area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential.  Direct growth 
inducement could result if a project, for example, involved construction of new housing.  A 
project could have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new 
permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial or governmental enterprises) 
or if it could involve a construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities 
that could indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new 
employment demand.  Similarly, a project could indirectly induce growth if it could remove an 
obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required 
public service.  A project providing an increased water supply in an area where water service 
historically limited growth could be considered growth inducing.  

The CEQA Guidelines further explain that the environmental effects of induced growth are 
considered indirect impacts of the proposed action.  These indirect impacts or secondary effects 
of growth may result in significant, adverse environmental impacts.  Potential secondary effects 
of growth include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, 
increased traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts such as degradation of air and 
water quality, degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and conversion of agricultural and 
open space land to developed uses.   

Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or 
accommodated by the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area 
affected.  Local land use plans provide for land use development patterns and growth policies 
that allow for the orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban public 
services, such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste service.   

COMPONENTS OF GROWTH 

The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population growth in a 
community or region are based on various interrelated land use and economic variables.  Key 



 

7.0  LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS 
  

  

  
  

J U L Y  2 0 0 9  C I T Y  O F  T A F T  G E N E R A L  P L A N
7 . 0 - 2  D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T

 

 

variables include regional economic trends, market demand for residential and non-residential 
uses, land availability and cost, the availability and quality of transportation facilities and public 
services, proximity to employment centers, the supply and cost of housing, and regulatory 
policies or conditions.  Since the general plan of a community defines the location, type and 
intensity of growth, it is the primary means of regulating development and growth in California.    

GROWTH EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Based on Government Code Section 65300, the proposed City of Taft General Plan Update and 
other project components (proposed project) is intended to serve as the overall plan for the 
physical development of the City of Taft (City).  While the proposed project does not specifically 
propose any development projects, it does regulate future population and economic growth of 
the city that could result in indirect growth-inducing effects.   

Implementation of the proposed project could refine existing land use designations in the City 
and establish new policies, actions and design guidelines to direct and manage future 
development and land uses in the city.  This management could also include policy direction on 
roadway facility improvements, public service improvements, and the extension and expansion 
of utilities.   

The proposed project could induce further population growth and job expansion in the City as 
well as potentially induce growth outside of the existing City limits.  The proposed project could 
indirectly induce growth if it were to remove an obstacle to additional growth and development, 
such as removing a constraint on a required public service, such as sewer service.  Proposed 
roadway improvements would support such growth within the City and the proposed General 
Plan Planning Area (Planning Area).  The General Plan Update would also encourage the 
development of infrastructure, including extension of infrastructure into currently unserved 
areas, to support the projected development.   

For the year 2008, population for the city was estimated at 9,228 persons and housing units were 
estimated to be around 2,534 units.  The proposed project could result in approximately 25,184 
residential units, 48,420 jobs, and a population of approximately 68,018 for the city by 2065.  
The reader is referred to Section 4.3, Population and Housing, for a discussion of impacts 
associated with increases in population and housing under the General Plan Update. 

The City’s existing General Plan allows for LOS C on the roadways identified under the General 
Plan.  The proposed project includes proposed roadway improvements that have been designed 
to support the General Plan Land Use Policy Map and maintain the city’s proposed Level of 
Service (LOS) standard of LOS D, where feasible and appropriate.  The proposed project does 
not include any provisions requiring the oversizing of infrastructure facilities to serve growth not 
anticipated in the General Plan Land Use Policy Map.  The physical environmental effects of the 
proposed roadway improvements within the Planning Area and any off-site impacts that could 
result from the proposed roadway improvements, where the roads continue into other 
jurisdictions, have been disclosed in Section 4.4, Traffic and Circulation, of this Draft EIR 
(DEIR). 
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Infrastructure improvements proposed under the proposed project would incorporate existing 
sewer trunk lines that currently exist in urban areas within the city limits.  Though these areas are 
proposed to be developed mainly with single-family residential uses, it is feasible that the 
availability of portions of infrastructure lines in place could promote the development of these 
areas before development in other single-family residential areas identified within the Planning 
Area.  The reader is referred to Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities, for a discussion of 
impacts associated with increased utility infrastructure needs under the proposed project. 

The specific environmental effects resulting from the proposed land use patterns and associated 
extension of public services are discussed in the environmental issue areas in Sections 4.1 
through 4.13, and the project’s cumulative impacts (Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts) could be in 
addition to the following additional environmental effects of growth in the region: 

Agricultural Resources – Continued loss of farmland to urban uses as well as increased 
conflicts with agricultural operations and urban uses. 

Air Quality – Increases in air pollutant emissions potentially conflicting with air quality 
attainment efforts under state and federal Clean Air Acts and increased potential for the 
exposure to toxic air contaminants. 

Biological Resources – Loss of special-status plant and animal species habitats, degradation of 
habitats, and loss of special-status species. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources – Impacts to known and unknown archaeological 
and historic resources in the region. 

Geology and Soils – Loss of access to known valuable mineral resources. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – Additional sources of point and non-point sources of surface 
water quality pollutants to region waterways.  Further demand on groundwater resources and 
potential overdraft issues. 

Noise – Increased transportation noise levels from increased traffic volumes. 

Public Services and Utilities – Increased demand for the development and expansion of 
public services and facilities and associated environmental issues. 

Transportation and Circulation – Increased traffic volumes on the region’s highways and 
regional roadways resulting in deficient levels of service of operation.   

Visual Resources – Further conversion of rural, agricultural, and natural open space landscape 
characteristics to urban conditions. 

It is anticipated that agricultural areas to the east, west, and south of the existing city limits may 
be pressured to develop if adjacent lands are developed and infrastructure extended under the 
proposed project. While the General Plan designates lands within the city limits for urbanization, 
the intensity of development and identification of urbanization of the areas outside the City 
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limits (which are currently under Kern County jurisdiction) could exceed the existing and 
proposed development potential set forth by the City’s existing General Plan and the Kern 
County (County) General Plan.  This DEIR provides an evaluation of environmental effects of 
project growth.      

Annexation of land beyond the City’s current borders could add growth pressures to areas within 
and surrounding the City’s proposed Planning Area. In addition, the extension of infrastructure 
and could place growth pressure on adjoining land areas.  Ultimately, the City would continue to 
control land use and growth within the city through its General Plan and zoning provisions while 
the County would also continue to control land use and growth through its General Plan and 
zoning provisions. 

SECONDARY EFFECTS OF GROWTH 

Based on Government Code Section 65300, the proposed project is intended to serve as the 
overall plan for the physical development of the City of Taft.  While the General Plan does not 
specifically propose any development projects, it does regulate future population and economic 
growth of the Planning Area that could result in indirect growth-inducing effects.   

This EIR discusses the environmental effects associated with the implementation of the project.  
Environmental effects of growth on adjacent properties resulting in conversion of existing land 
uses especially on lands beyond the City’s proposed Planning Area could be similar to those 
associated with the proposed project evaluated in Sections 4.1 through 4.13, which include 
impacts associated with traffic, noise, air quality, hydrology and water quality, hazards, public 
services and utilities, cultural resources, geological resources, biological resources, land use, 
agricultural resources, and visual resources.  However, this growth could further contribute to 
these local and regional environmental impacts beyond the effects of the project. 

7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

CEQA Sections 21100(b)(2) and 21100.1(a) require that EIRs prepared for the adoption of plan, 
policy, or ordinance of a public agency must include a discussion of significant irreversible 
environmental changes of project implementation.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(c) describes irreversible environmental changes as: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 
since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.  Primary 
impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.  Also irreversible damage 
can result from environmental accidents associated with the project.  Irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Implementation of the proposed City of Taft General Plan Update and associated project 
components could result in the conversion of undeveloped open space land areas to residential, 
commercial, industrial, office, public and recreational uses.  Development of the Planning Area 
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could constitute a long-term commitment to residential land uses.  It is unlikely that 
circumstances would arise that would justify the return of the land to its original condition.   

Development of the Planning Area could irretrievably commit building materials and energy to 
the construction and maintenance of buildings and infrastructure proposed.  Renewable, 
nonrenewable, and limited resources that could be consumed as part of the development of the 
proposed project would include, but are not limited to: oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, 
asphalt, water, steel, and similar materials.  In addition, development of the project could result 
in an increased demand on public services and utilities (see Section 4.13 Public Facilities and 
Utilities). 

7.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to discuss unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of 
insignificance.  In addition, Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines allows the decision-
making agency to determine the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable 
adverse environmental impacts of implementing the project.  The City can approve a project 
with unavoidable adverse impacts if it prepares a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” 
setting forth the specific reasons for making such a judgment.   

The following significant and unavoidable impacts are specifically identified in Sections 4.1 
through 4.13 of this EIR.  The reader is referred to these sections for further details and analysis 
of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified below. 

SECTION 4.1 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Cumulative Land Use Impacts 

Impact 4.1.5 When considered with existing, proposed, approved and planned 
development in the region, implementation of the proposed Taft General 
Plan Update has the potential to contribute to cumulative land use conditions 
in the region that result in significant impacts to the physical environment.  
This is considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 

SECTION 4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Loss and Conversion of Important Farmland 

Impact 4.2.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result in the 
loss of Important Farmlands (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance) as designated under the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program.  This is considered a significant impact. 
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Agricultural/Urban Interface Conflicts 

Impact 4.2.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update could result in indirect 
farmland conversion due to agricultural/urban interface conflicts.  This is 
considered a significant impact. 

Conflicts with Williamson Act and FSZ Contracts 

Impact 4.2.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update could result in 
conflicts with existing Williamson Act and FSZ contracts.  This is considered 
a significant impact. 

Cumulative Impacts to Agricultural Resources  

Impact 4.2.4 Implementation of the proposed project, along with other proposed 
development in Kern County, would contribute to the cumulative conversion 
of Important Farmlands to other uses and may increase agriculture/urban 
interface conflicts.  This is a cumulatively considerable impact. 

SECTION 4.3 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Population, Housing, and Employment Increases 

Impact 4.3.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Land Use Map would include 
land uses that promote the increase in population, housing, and employment 
in the Planning Area, and thus induce substantial growth.  This is a 
potentially significant impact. 

Cumulative Population and Housing Increases 

Impact 4.3.3 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation of the 
proposed General Plan Update, in addition to existing, approved, proposed, 
and reasonable foreseeable projects, could result in a cumulative increase in 
population and housing growth in the City of Taft as well as in the 
surrounding Cities and unincorporated areas of the County, along with 
associated environmental impacts. This is considered a cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.  

SECTION 4.4 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Deficient LOS Conditions on Study Roadway Segments 

Impact 4.4.1 Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic 
volumes beyond traffic volumes associated with the existing General Plan 
that would result in deficient level of service conditions in year 2035 and 
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would conflict with Caltrans standards for level of service.   This is a 
significant impact. 

Aviation System Impacts 

Impact 4.4.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result in an 
increase in the demand for airport use in the area.  This is considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways 

Impact 4.4.5 When considered with existing, proposed, approved and planned 
development in the region, implementation of the proposed project has the 
potential to contribute to an increase in traffic volumes that would result in 
deficient level of service conditions under cumulative conditions (including 
buildout of the Planning Area) resulting in significant impacts to the physical 
environment.  This is considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 

Cumulative Aviation System Impacts 

Impact 4.4.8 When considered with existing, proposed, planned and approved 
development in the region, implementation of the proposed General Plan 
Update would result in an increase in the demand for airport use in the area.  
This is considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 

SECTION 4.5 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Applicable Air Quality Plans or Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing Air Quality Violation 

Impact 4.5.1 Implementation of the General Plan Update would allow for population 
growth that would exceed projections assumed in SJVAPCD’s 2007 Ozone 
Plan.  This inconsistency could hinder SJVAPCD’s ozone attainment 
strategy.  However, proposed General Plan policies would address this 
inconsistency and ensure that the region’s attainment plans incorporate the 
City’s updated growth forecast for the Planning Area.  This impact is 
considered to be potentially significant. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts on Attainment Plans 

Impact 4.5.8 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with 
cumulative development in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, would 
contribute to a cumulative air quality impacts and could conflict with ozone 
and particulate matter attainment efforts.  This is considered a cumulatively 
considerable impact. 
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Conflict or Obstruct with Implementation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

Impact 4.5.9 Implementation of the proposed project would substantially increase 
emissions of CO2e in 2035 over existing (2008) conditions.  This increase in 
GHG emissions would be inconsistent with state efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.  This impact is considered to be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Conflict or Obstruct with Implementation of AB 32 

Impact 4.5.11 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would increase 
emissions of CO2e in 2030 over existing (2008) conditions.  This increase in 
GHG emissions is inconsistent with AB 32’s goal of reducing 2020 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels.  This impact is considered 
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. 

SECTION 4.6 NOISE 

Exposure to Construction Noise 

Impact 4.6.1 Activities associated with construction of land uses allowed under the 
proposed General Plan Update could result in elevated noise levels at noise-
sensitive land uses.  Increases in ambient noise levels, particularly during the 
nighttime hours, could result in increased levels of annoyance and potential 
sleep disruption.  This impact would be considered potentially significant. 

Exposure to Roadway Traffic Noise  

Impact 4.6.2 Buildout of land uses proposed by the General Plan Update would result in 
increased traffic noise levels that could adversely affect existing and future 
noise-sensitive land uses.  In addition, future noise-sensitive land uses could 
be exposed to roadway noise levels in excess of the City’s noise standards. 
This impact would be considered significant. 

Exposure to Stationary Non-Transportation Noise  

Impact 4.6.4  As additional development occurs throughout the City, the potential exists 
for new noise-sensitive land uses to encroach upon existing or proposed 
stationary noise sources.  As a result, this impact is considered significant. 

Cumulative Noise Impacts Associated with Increased Traffic Resulting from Buildout of 
the Proposed General Plan 

Impact 4.6.7 Implementation of the proposed General Plan along with potential 
development of the Planning Area could result in increased noise conflicts.  
This is considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 



 
 

7.0  LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS 
  

  

  
  

C I T Y  O F  T A F T  G E N E R A L  P L A N  J U L Y  2 0 0 9
D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  7 . 0 - 9

SECTION 4.7 HAZARDS AND HUMAN HEALTH 

No significant and unavoidable impacts were identified related to hazards and human health. 

SECTION 4.8 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Loss of Mineral Resources 

Impact 4.8.6 Implementation of the proposed project could result in the loss of availability 
of a potentially valuable mineral resource. This impact is considered 
significant. 

SECTION 4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cumulative Impacts to Prehistoric Resources, Historic Resources, and Human Remains 

Impact 4.9.4 Adoption of the General Plan Update, its associated subsequent projects and 
specific plans within the Planning Area, in combination with all other 
foreseeable development projects within Kern County and surrounding areas 
within the San Joaquin Valley, has the potential to disturb cultural resources 
(i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, historic buildings, and isolated artifacts 
and features) and human remains.  This would be a cumulatively 
considerable impact. 

Cumulative Impacts to Paleontological Resources  

Impact 4.9.5 Adoption of the General Plan Update, its associated subsequent projects and 
specific plans within the Planning Area, in combination with all other 
foreseeable development projects within Kern County and surrounding areas 
within the San Joaquin Valley, has the potential to disturb paleontological 
resources (i.e., fossils and fossil formations).  This would be a potentially 
cumulatively considerable impact. 

SECTION 4.10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Cumulative Impacts to Special-Status Species 

Impact 4.10.5 The proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable 
projects, would result in direct mortality and loss of habitat for special-status 
species, and waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  This would be a 
cumulatively considerable impact. 
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SECTION 4.11 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Deplete Groundwater Supplies 

Impact 4.11.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would increase 
demand for water supply to the City, requiring increased groundwater 
production and potentially depleting groundwater supplies.  This is 
considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

SECTION 4.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 

Alteration of Visual Character 

Cumulative Visual Resources Impacts 

Impact 4.12.5 Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with other 
reasonably foreseeable projects within Kern County and the San Joaquin 
Valley, would contribute to cumulative impacts to visual resources in the 
region. The project’s contribution is considered cumulatively considerable.   

SECTION 4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

Increased Demand for Water Supply  

Impact 4.13.5.1 Implementation of the proposed project would increase demand for 
water supply.  This additional water supply demand would result in 
significant effects on the physical environment.  This is considered a 
significant impact. 

Cumulative Water Service Impacts 

Impact 4.13.5.3 Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to the 
cumulative demand for water supply in the WKWD’s service area. This is 
considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 
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8.1 PREPARERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

CITY OF TAFT 

City Manager: Robert Gorson 

Community Development Director: Paul Gorte, AICP 

PMC 

General Plan Project Manager: Sara Allinder, AICP 

EIR Project Manager: Ananya Choudhuri 
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Jared Jerome 

Joyce Hunting 

Christi Keller 

Doug Kim 

Josh Kinkade 

Stephanie Morgan  
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Warren Whiteaker 

GIS: Jonathan Faoro 
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Noise: Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consultants – Kurt 
Legleiter  

Hydrology and Water Quality: Tully and Young Inc– Gwyn-Mohr Tully 
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