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I. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of an Initial Study
An initial study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the lead agency, in
consultation with other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to
determine whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment. If the initial study concludes that the project, with
mitigation, may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental
impact report should be prepared; otherwise the lead agency may adopt a negative
declaration or mitigated negative declaration.
This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Reference 1),
the State CEQA Guidelines (Reference 2), and the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds
Guide (Reference 3).
B. Document Format
This Initial Study is organized into seven sections as follows:
Section I, Introduction: Provides an overview of the project and the CEQA
environmental documentation process.
Section II, Project Description: Provides a description of the project location, project
background, and project components.
Section III, Existing Environment: Provides a description of the existing
environmental setting with focus on features of the environment which could
potentially affect the proposed Project or be affected by the proposed Project.
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Section IV, Potential Environmental Effects: Provides a detailed discussion of the
environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this project as indicated
by the screening checklist in Appendix A.
Section V, Preparation and Consultation: Provides a list of key personnel involved in
the preparation of this report and key personnel consulted.
Section VI, Determination – Recommended Environmental Documentation: Provides
the recommended environmental documentation for the proposed Project; and,
Section VII, References: Provides a list of reference materials used during the
preparation of this report.
C. CEQA Process
Once an Initial Study (IS) has been completed, a public comment period opens for
no less than thirty (30) days. The purpose of this comment period is to provide
public agencies and the general public an opportunity to review the initial study and
comment on the adequacy of the analysis and the findings of the lead agency
regarding potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project. If a reviewer
believes the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the reviewer
should (1) identify the specific effect, (2) explain why it is believed the effect would
occur, and (3) explain why it is believed the effect would be significant. Facts or
expert opinion supported by facts should be provided as the basis of such
comments.
After the close of the public review period, the City of Los Angeles considers the IS,
together with any comments received during the public review process, and makes a
determination whether to require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or a Negative Declaration (ND).
Staff has preliminarily determined that an EIR is required for the proposed Project.
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of
Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will
provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs,
services, and activities.
II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Location
The Green Acres Farm (the Farm) consists of nearly 4,700 acres of land in
unincorporated western Kern County (Figure 1) where active farming has occurred
since 1988. The Farm is located approximately 15 miles southwest of the City of
Bakersfield, and approximately 120 miles north of the City of Los Angeles (Figure 2).
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It is surrounded by highways, vacant lands, industrial facilities, and land used for
agricultural purposes. There are no adjacent residences. The Farm is bounded to
the east by an interstate freeway (I-5) and to the north by a state highway (State
Route 119, also known as the Taft Highway; Figure 3). There are farmlands, vacant
lands, and a number of dairies to the south of the property and to the east of I-5, as
well as farmlands and vacant lands to the north of the highway. There are several
residences to the southwest of the property, although they are not adjacent to the
Farm and are separated from the site by intervening agricultural lands. The site is
bounded to the west by South Enos Lane and Coles Levee Road, with more
farmlands and vacant lands and land used for light industrial purposes to the west of
these roadways. These local roadways provide access to the Farm and were paid
for and are maintained by the City. Kern County has approved a commercialindustrial project at the southwest corner of South Enos Lane and Taft Highway,
consisting of a motel, fast-food restaurants, recreational vehicle storage, and an
existing gas station.
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Figure 1: Regional Map of Green Acres
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Figure 2: Vicinity Map of Green Acres
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Figure 3: Aerial Image of Green Acres
B. Purpose
The City of Los Angeles (the City) operates four wastewater treatment plants
(WWTPs) serving over four million people. Historically, biosolids, which are organic
solid product that result from wastewater treatment processes and that can be
beneficially used, were discharged to the Santa Monica Bay (1957-1987). The City
entered into an Amended Consent Decree with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) in 1987 that required the City to end the discharge of biosolids into
the ocean by December 31, 1987. A study completed in late 1980s recommended a
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short and long-term biosolids management plan for alternatives to discharging into
Santa Monica Bay including dehydration, combustion, and energy recovery. This
alternative system, the Hyperion Energy Recovery System (HERS), began operation
in 1987 but was decommissioned in 1997.
In addition, under the Amended Consent Decree, the City was required to haul
specified amounts of biosolids to other locations for non-ocean disposal unless other
viable on-site reuse options were available. In 1989, a Program EIR (Reference 4)
analyzed off-site options for use and/or disposal of biosolids produced at the City’s
wastewater treatment plants, including land application. That year, a Final EIR
(FEIR) was approved that analyzed options for the offsite transportation and
disposition of sewage sludge produced at the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) and
Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant (TIWRP).
In 1994, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued
a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to Responsible Biosolids
Management, Inc. (RBM) to land apply biosolids at the Farm to enhance crop
growth. A formal, written contract was then executed by the City of Los Angeles with
RBM in 1996 to govern the transportation and land application of these biosolids. In
1996, a EIR (Reference 5) was approved that analyzed this Biosolids Management
Program, which incorporated the successful elements of the 1989 offsite program
and the HERS into the City’s long-term goals of localized processing and beneficial
use of biosolids and other wastewater treatment residuals.
In 2000, the City of Los Angeles bought the Farm and amended the aforementioned
1996 contract with RBM. These amendments included increasing the transportation
of biosolids from a maximum of 700 wet tons per day (monthly average of 450 wet
tons per day) to 800 wet tons per day (monthly average of 550 wet tons per day),
and extending the contract’s term to 2010. This transfer of title to the City did not
otherwise result in a change in how the site was used. Since the contract was
amended in 2000 the actual tonnage to the Farm has decreased.
In November 2002, Ordinance G-6931 was adopted by Kern County that allowed
land application of “Exceptional Quality” biosolids only in unincorporated areas of the
County, banning Class B land application. In response to this and related
ordinances, the City now produces Class A, Exceptional Quality, biosolids at HTP
and TIWRP sites.
In 2005, the City was directed by a writ of mandate issued by the Tulare County
Superior Court (Writ) to undertake an evaluation under Section 15168(c) of the
CEQA guidelines to determine if additional CEQA review was required for the 2000
purchase of the site and the 2000 amendment of the RBM contract. Based on the
Writ, an addendum to the 1989 and 1996 Biosolids EIR (Addendum; Reference 6)
was prepared and approved by the City Council on December 8, 2010. In April
2012, the Tulare County Superior Court ruled that the Addendum was inadequate to
discharge the Writ and directed the City “to do a new Initial Study per Section
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15168(c)(1), and to proceed thereafter as required by law” (Court Order).
current CEQA analysis has been prepared to address that Court Order.

This

C. Description
Two interrelated “subsequent activities” in the City’s biosolids program, as
referenced in the 1989 EIR and the 1996 EIR, are the components of this proposed
Project. These two subsequent activities are: (1) the City's approval in 2000 of
Amendment No.2 to City Contract C-94375, a pre-existing contract between the City
and RBM for the loading, transportation and beneficial reuse of the City's biosolids at
the Farm; and (2) the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm.
1. Contract amendment: The City’s amendment of the preexisting contract included
increasing the transportation of biosolids from a maximum of 700 wet tons per
day (monthly average of 450 wet tons per day) to 800 wet tons per day (monthly
average of 550 wet tons per day), and increasing the term of the contract. No
other changes in how the site was used occurred due to this contract
amendment.
2. Purchase of the site: The City approved the purchase of the Farm in February
2000. The transfer of title to the City did not result in a change in how the site
was used. In particular, the site continued to be used as a farm with biosolids
land applied to enhance the growth of feed crops; this use has continued to the
present day. The City purchased the property to ensure a suitable site and
controlled environment for continued land application of biosolids and farming
activities, and to ensure full City oversight of these activities.
Based on these activities, the City’s discretion under CEQA to set the baseline as
supported by substantial evidence, and consistent with the Court Order, the baseline
for the proposed Project is assumed to be the year 2000: no biosolids land applied
at the Farm (the most conservative assumption). The proposed Project analyzed in
this document is the application of up to 800 tons of Class A biosolids per day at the
Farm. The proposed Project includes all aspects of land application, including
compliance with applicable regulations, including but not limited to the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District’s Rule 4565 (Reference 7).
The activities to be evaluated do not include the original selection of the Farm as a
farming site in 1988, the original decision in 1994 to authorize land application of
biosolids at the Farm, or the City’s decision in 1996 to execute a formal written
biosolids contract with RBM. These actions preceded the 2000 subsequent
activities, and are not subject to the Writ.
The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the proposed
Project will be designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws,
regulations, ordinances and formally adopted City standards including but not limited
to:
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Los Angeles Municipal Code (Reference 8)
Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans (Reference 9)
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Reference 10)
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (Reference 11)
Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction (Reference 12).

III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
A. Farming Activities
The Green Acres Farm consists of nearly 4,700 acres of land in Kern County,
approximately 15 miles southwest of the City of Bakersfield, and approximately 120
miles north of the City of Los Angeles. The Farm is surrounded by highways, vacant
lands, industrial facilities, and land used for agricultural purposes. There are no
adjacent residences.
Green Acres Farm has been a farming site since 1988. The City of Bakersfield
prepared an EIR under CEQA to analyze the use of treated effluent from the
Bakersfield Wastewater Treatment Plant No. 3 for irrigation purposes at the Farm.
The Bakersfield EIR evaluated (among other environmental impacts) the effects of
converting the 4,700-acre site to agricultural uses. After completion of the EIR, the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a permit allowing use of
reclaimed water for irrigation purposes on the site (Reference 13). This permit
requires groundwater monitoring, imposes reporting requirements, and establishes
minimum setback distances and buffer zones.
In 1994, RBM commenced land application of biosolids at the Farm. Land
application of biosolids at the Farm has continued to the present day. Biosolids are
used as a fertilizer and soil conditioner to enhance the growth of feed crops such as
corn, wheat, sudan, milo, and alfalfa, which are primarily sold to local dairies.
Before commencing land application of biosolids at the Farm, RBM obtained the
requisite authorizations from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board. Specifically, the Central Valley Regional Water Board issued two orders in
1994 and 1995 permitting land application by RBM at Green Acres Farm
(References 14 and 15). These two RWQCB orders contain various requirements
to minimize any environmental impacts that might result from land application of
biosolids. These requirements include specific measures to minimize potential
impacts in terms of erosion, odors, surface water quality, ground water quality, and
public health – including limitations on the amount of biosolids that may be land
applied; limitations on the trace amounts of metals in biosolids and the farm fields
receiving biosolids; buffers from residences, surface waters, and other land uses
and physical features; operational protocols, including prohibitions on applying
biosolids to flooded, frozen or water-saturated ground or during periods of heavy
rainfall; and detailed monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping requirements. Also the
Page 9 of 39

2/14/2013

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

City of Los Angeles and Kern County require that the contractor maintain a site
management plan outlining practices and procedures for land application of biosolids
including the method for calculating the amount of biosolids to be applied on a given
area. This plan accounts for the agronomic rate and, in practice, biosolids are not
applied at greater than the agronomic rate. However, if biosolids were inadvertently
applied at a rate greater than the agronomic rate, the site management plan outlines
procedures to follow, including stopping further application of biosolids to the area,
careful application of water to not cause undue leaching, and monitoring of soil and
plant tissue until the levels of nitrogen return to acceptable levels for growing crops.
The City and RBM have complied with, and continue to comply with, these
conditions and requirements imposed by the Regional Water Board – which are in
addition to the nationwide land application standards established by the USEPA in
the Code of Federal Regulations; the statewide land application standards
established by the State Water Resources Control Board after an extensive,
statewide environmental review; and local land application regulations adopted by
Kern County.
In 1996, the City executed a formal written contract (City Contract C-94375) with
RBM and Valley Communities, Inc. (which at that time owned Green Acres Farm) to
govern the loading of the City’s biosolids at the City’s wastewater treatment plants,
the transportation of the City’s biosolids to the Farm, and the beneficial use of the
biosolids at the Farm to grow feed crops. The term of the contract was three years.
RBM has been responsible to the present day for coordinating the transportation of
biosolids from the City to the Farm, for land applying the biosolids at Green Acres,
and for conducting monitoring, reporting and record keeping. Also in 1996, the City
prepared an additional EIR on its Biosolids Management Program. The 1996 EIR
contains a further analysis of the environmental impacts related to the City’s
management and use of biosolids. The 1996 EIR explained that the City’s existing
biosolids program, which included land application in western Kern County, was
covered by its 1989 EIR on its Offsite Transportation and Disposal Program.
On October 19, 1999, the City approved an amendment to its 1996 biosolids
contract with RBM and VCI. This contract amendment (Amendment No. 1 to City
Contract C-94375) made some minor changes to the provisions of the initial 1996
biosolids contract and extended the contract for another three-year term.
Amendment No. 1 was executed on October 29, 1999. On February 22, 2000, the
City Council authorized the Department of Public Works to finalize a second
amendment to its existing biosolids contract (Amendment No. 2 to City Contract
C-94375). Pursuant to the City Council’s approval, this contract amendment was
formally executed in September 2000.
To ensure full City oversight over land application operations at the Farm, on
November 24, 1999, the City Council adopted a resolution declaring the City’s intent
to purchase Green Acres Farm. On February 22, 2000, the City Council approved
the purchase of the Farm. The purchase agreement included a sale price of
$9,630,000. After purchasing Green Acres Farm, the City – in response to
regulations adopted by Kern County requiring the phase-out by the end of 2002 of
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“Class B” biosolids (which are treated to reduce certain microorganisms by 99%) –
spent more than $15 million to upgrade its wastewater treatment facilities at its HTP
and TIWRP to allow additional holding time for heat treatment of biosolids in large
anaerobic “digesters” that kill microorganisms. As a result of these facility
improvements, since the beginning of 2003, all biosolids land applied at the Farm
have consistently met, and continue to meet, both “Class A” and “Exceptional
Quality” standards. “Class A” biosolids are treated longer and more intensively than
“Class B” biosolids and are essentially free of any pathogens; “Exceptional Quality”
(or “EQ”) biosolids satisfy stringent pollutant concentrations for the trace amounts of
metals found in biosolids at the parts per million level. The City produces only Class
A, EQ biosolids and no longer produces Class B biosolids.1 Due to the treatment
processes involved, the production of Class A, EQ biosolids from a given volume of
wastewater results in a decrease in biosolids tonnage as compared with the
production of Class B biosolids from the same wastewater volume.
Land application of biosolids has come under increasingly strict regulation in recent
years, at the federal, state, regional, and local level. These multiple layers of
regulations ensure there are no appreciable risks to the environment or to public
health or safety from land application of Class A, EQ biosolids. Pursuant to these
regulatory requirements, the Farm prepares and submits to the appropriate
regulatory agencies the following documentation and reports:




1

Pre-application reports: Prior to each application of biosolids, these reports
are submitted to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board,
explaining the amount of biosolids that will be applied to a specific field and
establishing that regulatory requirements for nutrients and trace amounts of
metals are satisfied and that the proper agronomic rates (which determines
the amount of biosolids that may be applied for each farm field) are not
exceeded.
Post-application/summary field reports: When activities in a particular farm
field are completed (usually after harvest and always before more biosolids
are applied), a report is prepared that assesses the amount of biosolids
applied and the loadings of nutrients and metals.



Quarterly reports on metals and pathogens: As required by Kern County, on a
quarterly basis biosolids are sampled directly at the field, before incorporation
into the soil, for bacteria, PCBs and dioxins.



Annual reports: These reports, submitted to the Central Valley Regional
Water Board and to Region IX of the EPA, include all summary field reports
spanning a calendar year, as well as aggregate reports on cumulative metals
loads in each field and farm-wide summary reports – further demonstrating
compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements.

The City previously completed its wastewater treatment improvements necessary for the production of Class A, EQ
biosolids. The City determined that these improvements were exempt under CEQA, pursuant to the City’s CEQA
Guidelines that were then in effect. Specifically, the City determined that the improvements constituted the installation of
new equipment and facilities involving no expansion of use and which were required for environmental control. See,
e.g., Notice of Exemption for TIWRP Class A Biosolids Conversion (Reference 16).
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Three-year soil reports: As required by Kern County, every three years or
after 40 dry tons of biosolids per acre have been applied to a field, the soil is
tested for heavy metals, PCBs and dioxins.

RBM contacts the regulatory agencies to insure that the agencies are satisfied with
the operations at the Farm and with the reporting submitted by the Farm. Routine
site inspections are done by the USEPA, Kern County, and San Joaquin Valley Air
Quality Management District.
In recognition of the City’s achievements in its biosolids program, in 2003 the Los
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation became the second sanitation agency in the country to
receive an Biosolids Management Program (“BMP”) certification from the National
Biosolids Partnership, an alliance formed in 1997 with the National Association of
Clean Water Agencies, the Water Environment Foundation, and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. The City earned its EMS certification through a
lengthy and rigorous third-party audit of all management, operations, training,
compliance and public outreach elements of its biosolids treatment and recycling
program.
In the 2000 baseline year, biosolids were land applied at the Farm as well as
composted at Griffith Park. To be conservative, the proposed Project assumes no
prior land application of biosolids at the site. Since 2000, biosolids continue to be
composted at Griffith Park as well as land applied at the Farm. Since 2008, the City
also places biosolids into the subsurface as part of the Terminal Island Renewable
Energy Project (TIRE) under a demonstration permit.
B. Regulatory Setting
USEPA Part 503
In 1993, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) adopted regulations
(40 CFR Part 503; Reference 17) to establish national standards governing the use
and disposal of sewage sludge. USEPA’s “Part 503 Rule” is a comprehensive, riskbased rule designed to protect public health and the environment. USEPA adopted
the Part 503 Rule after conducting lengthy and extensive scientific research and
peer review, including a formal rulemaking proceeding with substantial input from the
public and government agencies. To develop the Rule, USEPA reviewed data to
screen approximately 200 different constituents in order to identify those
constituents that warranted a formal risk assessment. USEPA used conservative
assumptions to develop highly protective regulatory limits.
Among other controls, USEPA’s Part 503 Rule establishes numeric limits for trace
amounts of metals; mandates standards for the reduction of pathogens, which are
essentially eliminated in Class A biosolids; establishes requirements to reduce the
attraction of vectors; establishes minimum operational controls and management
practices to further protect public health and the environment; and imposes vigorous
monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements. According to the USEPA
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and the National Academy of Sciences (Reference 18), the land application of
biosolids “when practiced in accordance with existing federal guidelines and
regulations, presents negligible risk to the consumer, to crop production and to the
environment.”.
In correspondence regarding the land application of biosolids in Kern County,
USEPA in September 2006 confirmed its long-held position that land application in
accordance with the Part 503 Rule is environmentally safe and beneficial. See
Letter from Mr. James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management, U.S.
USEPA, to Ms. Roberta Larson, Director, Legal & Regulatory Affairs, California
Association of Sanitation Agencies, dated Sept. 15, 2006 (Reference 19). The
USEPA emphasized in this correspondence that:
Wastewater agencies across the country have widely relied
upon land application as a method for managing biosolids.
Specifically, well over fifty percent of the total volume of
biosolids produced in the United States is currently land applied.
Land application of biosolids is thus clearly an important option
for municipalities to have, and USEPA believes that it should be
available to all municipalities wherever possible as an option for
biosolids management. The application of biosolids to farmland
serves to help meet several important environmental goals,
including improving soil and preserving increasingly scarce
landfill capacity for wastes not appropriate for recycling.
USEPA’s letter further points to the “considerable experience” of USEPA, state
agencies and local wastewater authorities with land application extending back to
the 1970s, and the letter concludes: “Published research and major scientific
reviews by USEPA, the Water Environment Research Foundation, and others, in
addition to the results of successful land application systems across the country,
continue to demonstrate that the practice, when conducted in compliance with the
Part 503 requirements, is protective of public health and the environment.”
Current regulations (e.g., Ordinance G-6931 described above) strictly limit the land
application of Class B biosolids in the unincorporated sections of Kern County. As a
result, both HTP and TIWRP currently treat biosolids to Class A (Exceptional
Quality) standards. Although the biosolids originate from these locations, the
treatment is not part of the proposed Project. The treatment would have occurred,
and is occurring, at HTP and TIWRP in the absence of the Project.
The regulations issued by USEPA for Section 503, The Standards for the Use or
Disposal of Sewage Sludge, became effective in 1993. The regulations list
requirements for land application of biosolids based on the quality of the biosolids.
Based on Section 503.13(b)(1), Class A biosolids, such as those being applied at
the Farm, need to meet pollutant concentration limits in Section 503.13(b)(3) and at
least one of the vector attraction reduction measures in Section 503.33(b)(1)-(b)(8)
Page 13 of 39

2/14/2013

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

must be used. The Class A biosolids being applied at the Farm meet all of the
pollutant concentration limits listed in Section 503.13(b)(3) and have a reduced
volatile solids content of at least 38%, meeting the requirements in Section
503.33(b)(1). Based on this, the land application of biosolids at the Farm meets the
new requirements in USEPA's Section 503 (Reference 16).
Water Quality Control Board Requirements
As discussed above, the Central Valley RWQCB has established a detailed set of
conditions and requirements in authorizing the land application of biosolids at the
Farm (Reference 14, Reference 15).
In addition to these two orders adopted by the Central Valley Regional Board, in
2004 the State Water Resources Control Board issued its final statewide General
Order permitting land application of biosolids (General Order; Reference 20). The
statewide General Order imposes numerous controls that add to the federal
requirements of USEPA’s Part 503 Rule. The General Order imposes specific
requirements for the use, storage, and transport of biosolids, including buffers from
water supply wells, surface waters, residences, and public roads. The General
Order also establishes a comprehensive monitoring and reporting program, including
groundwater monitoring, and requires the preparation of various planning
documents, such as a spill response plan and an erosion control plan.
The General Order, which was based on a voluminous Statewide Program
Environmental Impact Report completed in 2004, finds that the beneficial reuse of
biosolids through land application, in accordance with the regulatory requirements,
“is environmentally sound and preferable to non-beneficial disposal” (Reference 20).
The 2004 Statewide EIR provides a thorough analysis of environmental impacts
associated with land application of biosolids, including impacts on soils, hydrology
and water quality, land productivity, public health, land use and aesthetics, biological
resources, fish, traffic, air quality, noise, cultural resources, and cumulative impacts.
The 2004 Statewide EIR found that all impacts would be less than significant after
mitigation (Reference 21).
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Rules
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) adopted Rule 4565
(Reference 7) in 2007. This rule is intended to limit emissions of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and applies to facilities that land apply biosolids. Rule 4565
requires that all operators that land apply biosolids must implement one of the
following mitigation measures:


Direct injection of biosolids at least three inches below the soil surface within
three hours of receipt;



Incorporate the biosolids into the soil within three hours of receipt (if received
after 6pm, the biosolids must be incorporated by noon of the following day);
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Cover the biosolids within three hours of receipt using a waterproof cover, at
least six inches of finished compost, or at least six inches of soil;



Implement an alternative mitigation measure that demonstrates at least a
10% reduction in VOC emissions.

Kern Regulations
Kern County has also adopted regulations that supplement the various requirements
included in the federal Part 503 Rule, the State Water Board’s General Order, and
the orders issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Board.
Kern County passed its first ordinance to regulate land application of biosolids in
1998 (G-6528). This ordinance allowed land application of Class A and Class B
biosolids by any person who obtained a County permit and observed specified
management practices and site restrictions.
In October 1999, Kern County adopted a new ordinance (G-6638) that required a
phase-out of all land application of Class B biosolids in unincorporated areas of the
County by the end of 2002. The ordinance also prohibited land application of Class
B biosolids on any sites without an existing County land application permit. The
Farm was allowed to continue land application of biosolids, because it held an
existing County permit and had received such permits since 1994-95. The City,
other sanitation entities, and others challenged Ordinance G-6638 in court, and Kern
County cross-challenged. Among other things, the litigation resulted in a writ issued
against Kern County for CEQA violations and the Writ and Court Order issued
against the City.
In November 2002, Kern County adopted an ordinance (G-6931) that allowed only
land application of “Exceptional Quality” biosolids in unincorporated areas of the
County. The ordinance defined Exceptional Quality (EQ) biosolids as Class A
biosolids that also meet stringent requirements for trace metals. The ordinance
stated: “The County recognizes that Exceptional Quality biosolids, as defined in this
chapter, are considered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to be a
product distributed in bulk form, bags or other containers that can be applied as
freely as any other fertilizer or soil amendment to any type of land”.
Kern’s 2002 ordinance imposed a series of requirements on the application of Class
A, EQ biosolids. For example, the ordinance requires pre-application and periodic
soil sampling, quarterly biosolids sampling, annual County permitting, and various
management practices and site restrictions. It also provides for County inspections
four times a year, and imposes additional monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting
obligations in addition to those imposed by federal and state regulations.
Finally, in June 2006, Kern County voters adopted an initiative known as Measure E,
which banned all land application of biosolids (including Class A, EQ biosolids)
within unincorporated areas of the County by January 2007. In an action brought by
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Los Angeles, other sanitation entities and others, a federal district court preliminarily
enjoined enforcement of Measure E before it could be implemented (Reference 22).
The court later ruled that Measure E both violated the United States Constitution and
was preempted by a state statute; the court then issued a permanent injunction
(Reference 23). Subsequently, the Court of Appeals overturned that judgment on
procedural grounds (Reference 24).
Thereafter the federal district court declined to retain jurisdiction over the remaining
state law claims and dismissed the case. On January 25, 2011, the City, other
sanitation entities and others filed a complaint in the Superior Court for Kern County
seeking a declaration that Measure E is unlawful and a permanent injunction against
its enforcement (Reference 25). Upon stipulation of the parties, the action was
transferred to the Tulare County Superior Court. On June 9, 2011, the Tulare
County Superior Court granted a preliminary injunction against Measure E, finding a
high likelihood of success on the merits. Kern County filed an appeal with the
California Court of Appeal, which is currently pending.
IV. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact as indicated by the checklist in Appendix A. Along with
the information provided in Appendix A, a detailed discussion of these potential
environmental effects follows.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology /Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology / Water
Quality

Land Use / Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population / Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities / Service
Systems

Mandatory Findings
of Significance

A. Aesthetics
Initial screening determined that the proposed Project would cause no impacts to
aesthetics. The Farm is approximately 15 miles southwest of the City of Bakersfield,
and approximately 120 miles north of the City of Los Angeles. It is surrounded by
highways, vacant lands, industrial facilities, and land used for agricultural purposes.
There are no adjacent residences. Land application of biosolids is consistent with
Page 16 of 39

2/14/2013

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

the agricultural activities occurring on the site, will not require any additional sources
of light, and will have no impact on the scenic resources surrounding the Farm. The
City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change
was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus, there are no
aesthetics impacts due solely to the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm. No further
analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
B. Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Initial screening determined that the proposed Project would cause no impacts to
agriculture and forestry resources. The Farm is currently zoned as Exclusively
Agricultural (A) and Limited Agriculture (A-1). The Farm contains property zoned by
the California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (2010) as Farmland of
Statewide Importance (S), Unique Farmland (U), Grazing Land (G), and
Vacant/Disturbed Land (V). No proposed Project lands are designated as occurring
within the Williamson Act. Furthermore, no land on or near the Farm is zoned for or
contains forest or timberland uses. The proposed Project will not result in the
conversion of these lands to non-agricultural uses or impact forestry resources as
none exist at the Farm.
The Class A biosolids being applied at the Farm have less than the pollutant
concentrations listed in USEPA Section 503.13(b)(3) and have a reduced volatile
solids content of at least 38%, meeting the requirements in Section 503.33(b)(1).
The 1989 EIR included a mitigation measure related to public health to limit the use
of biosolids for land application for growing nonfood-chain crops only. The proposed
Project will comply with the USEPA's Section 503 regulations. These regulations
were approved and adopted in 1993. Section 503 places restrictions on the growth
and harvest of food-chain crops to maintain the safety of the food chain (Section
503.32). The proposed Project complies with Section 503 and, thus, this mitigation
measure may not be applicable to the Farm. The EIR will include further analysis on
mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR.
The proposed Project will cause no impacts to agriculture and forestry resources.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus,
there are no agriculture or forestry resources impacts due solely to the proposed
Project. No further analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA
checklist.
C. Air Quality
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus,
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there are no air quality impacts due solely to the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm.
The Project does not require any construction and, thus, consists only of activities
associated with operation. Operational activities overall involve the transport of
biosolids from the HTP and TIWRP to the Farm, land application of the biosolids,
and subsequent incorporation of the biosolids into the soil by mixing. Offsite
operational emissions result from the vehicles required to transport the biosolids and
worker commuting trips.
Onsite operational emissions result from off-road
equipment used for land application and incorporation of the biosolids, and
emissions from the decomposing biosolids on the surface of the soil before
incorporation. Initial screening indicates that the proposed Project could cause
potentially significant impacts to air quality. The EIR will include an air quality
analysis for the proposed Project.
D. Biological Resources
Increasing the load of land applied biosolids will not result in adverse effects on
special status species. The northwest portion of the Farm was converted from open
land to agricultural uses between 2000 and 2002. This land conversion was part of
a previous project. As outlined in WDR 94-286, the City of Bakersfield Supplemental
EIR (Reference 26) determined that there were significant unmitigatable effects
associated with the approval and use of the Farm. These impacts would affect a
number of special status species including: San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis
mutica), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and Nelson’s antelope ground squirrel
(Ammospermophilus nelsonii) and the conversion of these lands represented a
significant unmitigatable effect. The City of Bakersfield certified the EIR and
adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which determined that it was
economically infeasible to mitigate the loss of the onsite sensitive species/habitats
and that benefits from the proposed Project outweighed the unavoidable adverse
and significant environmental effects identified (Reference 27). The City’s purchase
of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the
Farm or related operations because of the sale. The proposed Project does not
change the previously approved use of the Farm as to cause any additional impacts.
As such, suitable mitigation would not be required or necessarily addressed by any
lead agency.
The Farm occurs within the draft Kern County Valley Floor Habitat Conservation
Plan region (Reference 28). The intention of this HCP is to develop a plan for the
valley floor that will obtain 10a and 2081 permits for the taking of listed species and
provide consistency among agencies. It is also intended to streamline the permit
process and plan for long term conservation. The land in the vicinity of the Farm
occurs in areas designated by the draft VFHCP as either ‘Green Zone’ or ‘White
Zone’ (see Figure 3.1 in Reference 28). Green Zones are those areas that contain
habitat of moderate conservation importance that may also provide valuable
connection areas of high conservation importance. White Zones are those that are
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of limited importance due primarily to intensive land uses, such as cultivated
agriculture. The Farm site conversion to cultivated agricultural lands, which would
be consistent with a White Zone designation, was approved in 1984 (Reference 26).
The Farm also occurs within the Buena Vista Lake – Kern Lake Conservation Plan
section of the Tulare Basin Regional Conservation Plan (Reference 29). The Tulare
Basin Regional Conservation Plan proposes land and water conservation goals to
protect large, interconnected areas of uplands and wetlands. Currently, neither the
Tulare Basin Regional Conservation Plan nor the Kern County VFHCP has yet been
adopted.
Initial screening determined that the proposed Project would cause no impacts to
biological resources. The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title
and no material change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the
proposed Project. Thus, there are no biological resources impacts due to the
proposed Project. No further analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed
CEQA checklist.
E. Cultural Resources
The Green Acres Farm has been operating as a farm since 1988 and will not
undergo any expansions or other developments as a result of the proposed Project.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the proposed
Project. Thus, there are no cultural resources impacts due to the proposed Project.
No further analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
F. Geology and Soils
The Central or Great Valley of California is a large structural basin. The Farm sits at
almost the exact center of the southern San Joaquin Valley. The Farm is located on
nearly flat lying Holocene sediments deposited adjacent to ancient (now mostly dry)
Buena Vista Lake. The Farm is bounded by many faults and is located at least
10 miles from the nearest identified basin boundary fault. The Farm is ringed on the
east by the Tehachapi Mountains, on the south by the San Emigdio Mountains, and
on the west by the Temblor Range. This corresponds to the Kern, Breckenridge,
White Wolf, Garlock and San Andreas fault systems. The Farm is underlain by
approximately 2 miles of Eocene to Pleistocene aged sedimentary rocks capped
with approximately ~100 feet of Holocene unconsolidated sediments. The nearest
fault in the vicinity of the Farm is the Buena Vista Hills Thrust, a near-surface
overthrust fault in the Elk Hills oil field across the Buena Vista Playa which stretches
for several miles south and west of the Farm.
The Farm is mapped as primarily soil association Garces-Millox (Figure 4), with
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minor Bakersfield-Oldriver and Calfax-Excelsior-Fages. In general, this group of soil
assemblages is composed of very deep nearly level saline-alkali lacustrine sandy
loams to fine sandy loams. These assemblages generally develop as a mantle
around the distal/lower ends of alluvial fans or are “formed in alluvium derived from
granitoid rock and in lacustrine deposits over alluvium derived from granitoid rock
and/or rocks of mixed mineralogy; on non-buried fan remnants and on basin floors.”
Agriculturally, they range from Capability Class I to III with the primary land use for
these soils is row and field crop production of salt and alkali tolerant, drought
resistant crops. A search of common references related to expansive soils did not
show the Garces-Millox soil type to be expansive. In addition, other soils with
properties similar to Garces-Millox (e.g., Kimberlina-Garces, Remnoy-Melga-Youd)
present only slight restrictions to building site development.
Surface application of biosolids and/or surface incorporation of biosolids will not
affect the underlying soils in the area, and will not expose a significant number of
additional people to or affect the potential for earthquakes, ground shaking, or other
failures such as liquefaction or landslides. By adding organic matter to the soil, land
application of biosolids increases the capacity of the soil to retain water, thereby
minimizing any potential for excessive soil erosion or soil instability. Land
application of biosolids will have less than significant impacts on geology and soils.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. The
proposed Project is expected to result in less than significant project-specific
impacts. The EIR will include an analysis of the potential of the proposed Project to
result in cumulatively considerable impacts. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA
checklist.
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Figure 4. Generalized Cross-Section passing almost through the Farm (Reference 30)
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G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The proposed Project does not require any construction and, thus, consists only of
activities associated with operation. Operational activities overall involve the
transport of biosolids from the HTP and TIWRP to the Farm, land application of the
biosolids, and subsequent incorporation of the biosolids into the soil by mixing.
Offsite operational emissions result from the vehicles required to transport the
biosolids and worker commuting trips. Onsite operational emissions result from offroad equipment used for land application and incorporation of the biosolids, and
emissions from the decomposing biosolids on the surface of the soil before
incorporation.
The 1989 EIR and 2000 project actions occurred before GHG and climate change
analyses were specifically required for CEQA purposes.
However, to be
conservative, a GHG screening is included. Initial screening determined that the
proposed Project may result in potentially significant impacts. The EIR will conduct
these analyses for the proposed Project.
H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Biosolids are not defined as a hazardous material by the USEPA (Reference 31).
According to the Site Maintenance and Management Plan (Reference 32), every
source of biosolids must supply written verification that the material is nonhazardous
per 22 CCR Division 4.5, Chapter 11, Article 3, or other approved test. Therefore,
the land application of biosolids is not subject to the California Accidental Release
Prevention (CalARP) Program or USEPA’s Risk Management Program (RMP). In
addition, procedures for the transport and management of the biosolids exist
(Reference 33), and there are detailed steps that must be followed in the event of a
spill. The 1989 EIR included a mitigation measure related to the development of a
spill response plan to deal with any potential spills while transporting biosolids. This
measure is applicable to the proposed Project and the Project will comply with the
measure. The proposed Project is not expected to result in any impacts to hazards
and hazardous materials with existing mitigation. The City’s purchase of the Farm in
2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the Farm or related
operations because of the sale. Thus, there are no hazards and hazardous
materials impacts due to the proposed Project. No further analysis is needed. See
Appendix A for detailed CEQA checklist.
I. Hydrology and Water Quality
Biosolids will be mixed in with the native soil as a soil amendment. The biosolids
used for land application may contain various levels of metals, nutrients, and salts
that can affect, and potentially degrade, water quality. Land application of biosolids
is regulated under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) Part 503,
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which contains limitations on pollutant concentrations as well as management
practices. Since 2003, the City applies Class A biosolids to the site. A preliminary
review of biosolids monitoring data indicates that biosolids that are land applied to
the Project site meet these regulations. In addition to 40 CFR Part 503, Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) adopted by the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board regulate land application practices, such as applying biosolids
at agronomic rates and groundwater limitations.
Because there is a tail and runoff water recovery system that collects and returns
collected water to the source field or to adjacent fields, no water from the site will
enter any surface waters. Percolation may potentially transport pollutants into the
groundwater. During the promulgation of 40 CFR Part 503, USEPA conducted a risk
assessment that identified 14 potential exposure pathways for pollutants to impact
humans or organisms through the practice of land application of biosolids. This
evaluation included a potential exposure pathway of pollutants in the biosolids
traveling through the soil and into the groundwater. For approximately 200 inorganic
(e.g., metals) and organic (e.g., pesticides) pollutants evaluated, they found
groundwater may only be slightly impacted by pollutants resulting from the land
application of biosolids.
Additionally, the State Water Resources Control Board issued Water Quality Order
No. 2004-0012-DWQ (General Waste Discharge Requirements for the Discharge of
Biosolids to Land for Use as Soil Amendment in Agricultural, Silvicultural,
Horticultural, and Land Reclamation Activities) in July 2004. As part of this, the
State Water Resources Control Board also developed and certified a Programmatic
EIR. The EIR evaluated the potential impacts of land application of biosolids on
groundwater. The EIR concluded that if biosolids are applied according to the
management practices and requirements outlined in 40 CFR Part 503, there is a
minimal, if any, potential impact of nutrients, metals, and synthetic organics on
groundwater resulting from the land application of biosolids.
The proposed Project will not significantly affect water quality standards, waste
discharge requirements, or groundwater recharge. Additional groundwater supplies
will not be required for the proposed Project. Land application of biosolids will have
a less than significant impact on hydrology and water quality. The City’s purchase of
the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the
Farm or related operations because of the sale. The proposed Project is expected
to result in less than significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality. The
1989 EIR included mitigation measures related to water quality. Although no water
quality impacts are expected from the proposed Project, the EIR will include further
analysis on mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR. The EIR will also analyze the
potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.

Page 23 of 39

2/14/2013

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

J. Land Use and Planning
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the proposed
Project. Thus, there are no land use and planning impacts due to the proposed
Project.
Initial screening determined that the proposed Project may result in a potentially
significant impact should Measure E be upheld. Additional analysis will be included
in the EIR.
K. Mineral Resources
On August 30, 2011, regulations set forth by the State Mining and Geology Board
(SMGB) for the designation of regionally significant aggregate resources in the
Bakersfield Production-Consumption (P-C) Region in Kern County were enacted.
Section 2761(b) of the Surface Mining And Reclamation Act (SMARA) directs the
State Geologist to classify land solely on the basis of geologic factors and without
regard to existing land use and economic factors. Areas subject to mineral land
classification studies are divided by the State Geologist into various Mineral
Resource Zone (MRZ) categories that reflect varying degrees of mineral resource
potential (Figures 5 and 6).
The Farm is located on approximately 100 feet of recent Holocene sediments
deposited in association with the development and decline of ancient Buena Vista
Lake. In contrast to alluvial deposits which have accumulated adjacent to the Sierra
Nevada and Coast Ranges, no aggregate resources are found in the vicinity of the
Farm. The Farm lies adjacent to the South Coles Levee oil field on the west, which
is a small structural culmination on the east end of the prolific Elk Hills Field, formerly
the Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 1 (Figure 7). East of the Farm is the Ten Section
oil field (Figure 7).
The Hays 7 well, a few miles to the west in Elk Hills field, is considered the greatest
gas well in the United States. The Elk Hills Field is, by an order of magnitude, the
largest gas field in California. The South Coles Levee field was discovered in 1957
and borders the Farm on the west. Land application activities are not expected to
result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource as this is one of the most
heavily explored oil regions in the state and land application and incorporation only
affects surface topsoil. The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of
title and no material change was made to the Farm or related operations because of
it. The proposed Project is expected to result in no impacts to Mineral Resources.
See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
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Figure 5. Bakersfield Production-Consumption Mineral Resource Zone
Designations
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Figure 6. Mineral Land Classification for the Bakersfield ProductionConsumption Area (“GAF” indicates Green Acres Farm)
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Figure 7. Surface Structural Geology of SW Kern County, California
(“GAF” indicates Green Acres Farm)
L. Noise
A significant noise impact could occur during construction if construction were to
occur between the hours of 9 PM and 6 AM on weekdays and 9 PM and 8 AM on
weekends, and if the construction site is within one thousand feet of an occupied
residential dwelling. A significant noise impact could occur during operation of the
Farm if sound levels were to exceed the noise levels identified in the general plan as
suitable for residential/sensitive uses. Initial screening determined that the proposed
Project would cause less than significant impacts for noise.
Construction
No construction has been identified as part of the proposed Project. Even if
construction were necessary, the nearest residence to any part of the Farm is more
than 1,000 feet away. Therefore, no noise impact would be expected related to
construction activities at Farm.
Operation
Kern County has not established specific noise limits for agriculturally zoned lands.
However, the Noise Element of Kern County’s General Plan (Reference 34)
identifies noise levels considered suitable for various sensitive land uses including
residential areas, parks and recreational areas, and churches. For all sensitive uses,
Kern County recommends a level of 65 dBA day-night sound level (Ldn) or less in
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outdoor activity areas.2 If an outdoor level of 65 dBA Ldn cannot be achieved, then
an interior level of 45 dBA Ldn should be sought by enforcing the State Noise
Insulation Standards (Reference 35) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code
(Reference 36).
The nearest sensitive uses to the Farm are residences approximately 1,600 feet
west of the site, several residences approximately 5,000 feet south of the site, and
the Buena Vista Aquatic Recreational Area approximately 3,500 feet southwest of
the site.
The County has approved a commercial-industrial project, at the southwest corner of
South Enos Lane and Taft Highway consisting of a motel, fast-food restaurants,
recreational vehicle storage, and an existing gas station. This is inconsequential to
the noise analysis, however, because none of these uses are identified as
“sensitive” uses in the Kern County Noise Element.
The pieces of equipment used at Farm that would generate the most noise during
operation are one Caterpillar Challenger Tractor 95E and one Caterpillar Front-End
Loader 928G. This equipment could operate approximately 8 hours per day. A water
truck would operate intermittently over the day. Even though the tractor and loader
could operate for 8 hours per day on the field nearest to any of the identified
sensitive uses, most of the time the equipment would be operating in other fields at
greater distances. Therefore, the worst-case sound levels presented here would not
be expected to occur every day.
Using sound levels presented in the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model
(Reference 37) the maximum sound levels of a tractor, front-end loader, and water
truck are expected to be approximately 84, 80, and 75 dBA, respectively, at a
distance of 50 feet. The tractor and loader are assumed to operate 100% of each
hour and the water truck approximately 20% of each hour for eight hours a day.
Using the above equipment sound level data, the calculated hourly Leq at the
residences west of the site (approximately 1,600 feet away) is 55 dBA; the hourly
Leq at the residences 5,000 feet south of the site is 46 dBA; the hourly Leq at the
recreational area 3,500 feet southwest of the site is 49 dBA.3 The resulting Ldns,
assuming the equipment operates for eight hours between 7 AM and 7 PM are 51,
41, and 44 dBA at the nearest residences to the west, the nearest residences to the
south, and the recreational area to the southwest, respectively. These levels are all
well below the 65 dBA Ldn identified by Kern County as suitable for sensitive uses.
In addition, the calculated Ldn levels would only occur for a few days a year, with the
levels from the Farm being lower (and often much lower) for much of the year.
The 1989 EIR included a mitigation measure for noise of creating a buffer zone. The
2

3

The day-night sound level, Ldn, is similar to a 24-hour energy-average sound level (Leq), except that a 10-dBA penalty is
added to sound levels between 10 PM and 7 AM to account for potential increased sensitivity to noise during nighttime
hours when most people sleep.

The Leq can be considered an energy-average sound level over a specific time interval.
Page 28 of 39

2/14/2013

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

suggested distance was 3,000 feet in rural areas between land application activities
and receptors. However, because this site-specific analysis shows that there is no
significant impact at the closest receptor (i.e., residences 1,600 feet west of the site),
this mitigation measure may not be applicable to the Farm. The EIR will include
further analysis of mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR.
The 1989 EIR included two additional mitigation measures for noise including
minimizing travel through residential areas and equipping all trucks and locomotives
with manufacturers’ standard noise-abatement devices, such as mufflers. These
measures are applicable to the proposed Project; the proposed Project will comply
with these measures. The majority of the truck traffic required for transporting
biosolids will occur on major freeways and traffic in residential areas will be
minimized. All biosolids transport trucks will be equipped with standard noiseabatement devices.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus,
there are no noise impacts due solely to the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm.
Based on the analysis above, the proposed Project is expected to result in less than
significant impacts. The EIR will analyze the potential for the proposed Project to
result in cumulatively considerable impacts. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA
checklist.
M. Population and Housing
The Farm is located within the Southern San Joaquin Valley Planning Area
(Reference 38). The proposed Project involves the land application of biosolids to
the Farm and the City’s 2000 purchase. Substantial numbers of employees are not
required and the proposed Project does not involve displacing either housing units or
residents. Project-related activities will not involve an increase, decrease, or
relocation of population. In addition, the City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a
transfer of title and no material change was made to the Farm or related operations
because of the sale. Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to have any
impact on housing, induce substantial population growth, or exceed the growth
projections contained in any adopted plans. Thus, there are no population and/or
housing impacts due to the proposed Project. No further analysis is needed. See
Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
N. Public Services
The City’s purchase of the Farm and land application of biosolids do not increase the
number of residences, schools, parks, or public services. The proposed Project is
not expected to impact existing or require new fire protection, police protection,
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schools, parks, or other public services. No impact is expected and no further
analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
O. Recreation
The City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm and land application of biosolids do not affect
any existing recreational facilities or propose any new ones. Initial screening
determined that the proposed Project would cause no impact to recreation and no
further analysis is needed. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
P. Transportation/Traffic
The proposed Project includes the transportation of up to 800 tpd biosolids from
HTP to the Farm. Based on the maximum daily amount of biosolids and typical truck
capacity (i.e., 26 tons), a total of up to 31 trucks per day would be used to transport
these biosolids. Operation of the proposed Project would require (and has required)
up to five new, full-time, contracted employees at the Farm for land application. The
HTP is located at the southeast corner of Imperial Highway and Vista del Mar.
There are four entry/exit gates along Vista del Mar, although only one gate is
presently in use. The other access gate is located along Imperial Highway. The
Farm is bounded on the east by Interstate 5 (I-5). Taft Highway (Route 119) borders
the site to the north. Due to the irregular shape of the property, the western
boundary is comprised of two roads: Enos Lane and Coles Levee Road. The
southern boundary is comprised of Union Road.
The total trips for the proposed Project are estimated to be 36 (i.e., biosolids
transport trucks and 5 employees). No additional parking will be needed for the
employees as they will park at existing facilities at the Farm.
The proposed Project requires a total of up to 31 trucks per day to transport
biosolids from the HTP and TIWRP to the Farm. The primary truck route from the
HTP is intended to be the 105 East, to the 405 North, to the 5 North, to 119/Taft
Highway, and then to the Farm. The primary truck route from the TIWRP is the 710
North, to the 405 North, to the 5 North, to 119/Taft Highway, and then to Green
Acres Farm. These routes minimize travel on local roads and both primary routes
require less than 5 miles of travel on a road other than a state or federal highway.
Alternate routes may be taken if passes such as the Gorman Pass or Tehachapi
Pass are closed, or if there are traffic or safety concerns. In addition, the local roads
used for access to the Farm were paid for and are maintained by the City. Any
maintenance required on these roads due to wear and tear from the biosolids
transport trucks would thus be the responsibility of the City.
The 1989 EIR included several mitigation measures for traffic including spreading
the biosolids transport trucks over as long as possible of a daily time period and
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widening affected highway segments. The site-specific analysis of the proposed
Project above shows that there is no significant impact related to transportation. As
a result, these mitigation measures may not be applicable to the Farm. The EIR will
include further analysis of mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. The
proposed Project is expected to result in less than significant impacts to
transportation and traffic. The EIR will analyze the potential for the proposed Project
to result in cumulatively considerable impacts. See Appendix A for the detailed
CEQA checklist.
Q. Utilities and Service Systems
Land application of biosolids at the Farm will not require water or generate
wastewater. The proposed Project will not require the construction or expansion of
existing water treatment facilities or impact the local wastewater facility. Irrigation
water, which is primarily recycled water from the City of Bakersfield Wastewater
Treatment Plant No. 3, is applied at agronomic rates. The Farm has a tail water and
runoff water collection system that returns collected water to the source field or to
adjacent fields. Additionally, the proposed Project will not expand the land area of
the site, which could potentially increase the volume of tail water and runoff water
that would need to be collected and returned. The proposed Project will not require
or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities
As discussed above in the Regulatory Setting, current regulations limit the disposal
methods available for Class B biosolids. HTP and TIWRP eventually needed to treat
to Class A standards even in the absence of the proposed Project. The energy
required to treat to Class A standards is not included in the proposed Project.
However, even if it were, digester gas is used as the energy source for treating the
biosolids. Digester gas is generated at the treatment plants and is a renewable
resource. As a result, the proposed Project is not expected to have a significant
adverse impact due to the energy required to treat the biosolids.
If biosolids were not land applied at the Farm, an alternative method for biosolids
disposal is landfilling. Disposal of biosolids in landfills would result in significant
impacts that will impact the disposal of other solid waste disposal needs. Because
biosolids are rich in nutrients and serve as soil amendment for agriculture, land
application of biosolids is the preferable option for disposal of biosolids from
wastewater treatment facilities.
Land application of biosolids at the Farm is not expected to generate any solid
waste. The proposed Project will not result in a significant increase in the number of
employees at the Farm, which would increase the amount of solid waste generated
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at the Farm. No further analysis of this issue is necessary.
The 1989 EIR included several mitigation measures for utilities including a
monitoring program (solids content, pollutant concentrations in biosolids), limiting the
types of crops grown, and limiting the yearly and cumulating amounts of biosolids
that could be applied to the land. The proposed Project has a monitoring program
and the Project will comply with this mitigation measure. The proposed Project
complies with Section 503, which limits the types of crops grown and the amount of
biosolids to be applied to the land. This mitigation measure may not be applicable to
the Farm. The EIR will include further analysis of mitigation measures in the 1989
EIR.
The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale.
Thus, there are no public utilities impacts due to the proposed Project. No further
analysis is required. See Appendix A for the detailed CEQA checklist.
R. Mandatory Findings of Significance
As explained elsewhere in this Initial Study, the proposed Project may have
potentially significant impacts on air, greenhouse gases, and land use/planning.
Further analysis of these potential impacts is needed and will be provided in the EIR.
The proposed Project may have less than significant impacts on geology/soils,
hydrology/water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic. Further analysis of the
proposed Project’s potential to cause cumulatively considerable impacts in these
areas in addition to air, greenhouse gases, and land use/planning will be provided in
the EIR.
The proposed project would have no impact on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous
materials, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, recreation, or
utilities/service systems. Therefore, there is no risk of individual or cumulatively
considerable impacts in these areas and no further analysis is needed in the EIR.
The purpose of the proposed Project is to beneficially use the biosolids produced at
the HTP and TIWRP, and to reduce the amount of fertilizer required to be purchased
for the Farm. The proposed Project is anticipated to have positive long-term
impacts; any alternative use of biosolids would also have potential environmental
impacts. Therefore, the proposed Project does not have the potential to achieve
short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals.

The EIR will provide sufficient analysis to determine whether the proposed Project
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could have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly in the identified issue areas.
V.

NAME OF PREPARER
Julia Lester, Ph.D.
Principal-In-Charge
ENVIRON International Corporation
707Wilshire Blvd., Suite 4950
Los Angeles, CA 90017
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APPENDIX A
ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING CHECKLIST

No Impact

Less Than
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources cited following each question. A “No
Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the Project falls outside
a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the Project will not expose
sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

1. AESTHETICS – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project introduces incompatible visual elements
within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially alters a view of a scenic vista. Reference:
Reference 3 (Sections A.1 and A.2)
Explanation: A scenic vista generally provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of visual
interest; or panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality, primarily from a given vantage
point. A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project introduced incompatible visual elements
within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially altered a view of a scenic vista.
The Farm is surrounded by highways, vacant lands, industrial facilities, and land used for agricultural
purposes. There are no adjacent residences. There are no scenic resources affected by land application
of biosolids on the Farm.
The City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm and land application of biosolids are consistent with the agricultural
activities occurring on the Farm before 2000. The proposed Project is not expected to have any adverse
effects on any scenic vistas. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is required.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?









Standard: A significant impact may occur where scenic resources within a state scenic highway would be
damaged or removed as a result of the proposed Project. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections A.1 and E.3)
and Reference 42
Explanation: There are no scenic highways in the vicinity of the Farm. No scenic resources will be
affected by land application of biosolids on the site or its 2000 purchase, and no impact is expected. No
further analysis of this issue is required.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project introduces incompatible visual elements
to the Project site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the character of the area surrounding
the Project site. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections A.1 and A.3)
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Explanation: The proposed Project involves the land application of Class A biosolids at the Farm in
western Kern County and the Farm’s purchase in 2000. The Farm is surrounded by other land used for
agricultural purposes. Land application of biosolids is consistent with the agricultural activities occurring
on the site. Land application of biosolids will not introduce incompatible visual elements to the Farm or
visual elements that would be incompatible with the character of the area surrounding the Farm. The
City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the Farm
or related operations because of the sale. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is
required.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?









Standard: A significant impact would occur if the proposed Project caused a substantial increase in
ambient illumination levels beyond the property line or caused new lighting to spill-over onto light-sensitive
land uses such as residential, some commercial and institutional uses that require minimum illumination
for proper function, and natural areas. Reference: Reference 3 (Section A.4)
Explanation: No new facilities would be constructed at the Farm as a result of the proposed Project (i.e.,
2000 purchase and land application of biosolids). No land application occurs at night and, thus, land
application will not require any new sources of light or glare. No impact is expected. No further analysis
of this issue is required.
2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES –Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to result in the conversion of statedesignated agricultural land from agricultural use to another non-agricultural use. Reference: Reference
43
Explanation: The proposed Project will not convert any farmlands to non-agricultural lands and no impact
is expected. No further analysis of this issue is required.
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to result in the conversion of land
zoned for agricultural use, or indicated under a Williamson Act contract, from agricultural use to another
non-agricultural use. Reference: Reference 44
Explanation: The proposed Project will not convert any land zoned for agricultural use to non-agricultural
lands. There are no Williamson Act contract lands on the Farm. No impacts related to the conflict of
agricultural land use zoning or Williamson Act contracts are expected. No further analysis of this issue is
required.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project results in a conflict with existing zoning, or causes
rezoning of forest land or timberland. Reference: Reference 44
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Explanation: The proposed Project would result in no impacts related to conflicts with forest land or
timberland zoning. No further analysis of this issue is required.
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project results in a conflict with existing zoning, or causes
rezoning of forest land or timberland. Reference: Reference 44
Explanation: There are no forest lands or timberlands on the Farm and, thus, the proposed Project would
result in no impacts related to the conversion or rezoning of forest land and timberlands. No further
analysis of this issue is required.
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to nonagricultural use?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if a project results in the conversion of farmland to another nonagricultural use. Reference: Reference 44
Explanation: The land application of biosolids maintains the soil quality of the agricultural land and does
not result in an adverse impact related to farmland. No further analysis of this issue is required.
3. AIR QUALITY –Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project was inconsistent with or obstruct the
implementation of the Air Quality Element of the City’s General Plan or the Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP). Reference: Reference 3 (Sections B1 and B2), Reference 38, and Reference 45
Explanation: The proposed Project will serve existing and intended land uses and will not affect regional
employment or population growth. The main objectives of the proposed Project are to land apply
biosolids. Existing uses on and surrounding the Farm will not be changed. The AQMPs include growth
projections, etc. of county and city services. The proposed Project requires only five employees; this
small number of new employees is available from the existing labor pool and will not cause an increase in
the local population. It thus will not cause a significant increase in demand for county or city services and
will not conflict with the AQMPs, or with the County’s or City’s General Plan. A less than significant impact
is expected.
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project violated any SCAQMD or SJVAPCD air
quality standard. The SCAQMD and SJVAPCD have set thresholds of significance for reactive organic
gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter
(PM10) emissions resulting from construction and operation in the South Coast Air Basin. Reference:
Reference 3 (Sections B1 and B2), Reference 46, and Reference 47
Explanation: The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant
impact and that further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
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precursors)?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the South Coast Air Basin and/or San Joaquin
Valley Air Basin exceeds federal and state ambient air quality standards and has been designated as an
area of non-attainment by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and/or California Air
Resources Board. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections B1 and B2), Reference 48, and Reference 49
Explanation: The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant
impact and that further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if construction or operation of the proposed Project generated
pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors. Reference:
Reference 3 (Sections B1, B2, and B3)
Explanation: The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant
impact and that further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?









Standard: During operation, sources of odor are diesel emissions from land application equipment and
volatile organic compounds from biosolids. Applicable best management practices such as those in
SCAQMD Rule 431 (Diesel Equipment) would, in addition to minimizing air quality impacts, also help
minimize potential odors. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections B1 and B2)
Explanation: The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant
impact and that further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?









A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would remove or modify habitat for any species
identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulation, or by the state or federal regulatory agencies cited. Reference: Reference 14,
Reference 26, Reference 27, Reference 50, Reference 51
Explanation: Land application of biosolids at Green Acres Farm or its 2000 purchase will not adversely
affect any special status species in the project area. As these lands are currently under agricultural use,
they do not provide suitable habitat for any of the identified special status species. Therefore, no impacts
from land application of biosolids on the farm are expected.
The northwest portion of the Project Site was converted from open land to agricultural uses between 2000
and 2002. This land conversion was part of a previous project and analyzed in the City of Bakersfield
Supplemental EIR (Reference 26). It was determined that there were significant unmitigatable effects
associated with the approval and use of the site for farming. These impacts would affect a number of
special status species including: San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia), and Nelson’s antelope ground squirrel (Ammospermophilus nelsonii), and the conversion of
these lands represented a significant unmitigatable effect. The City of Bakersfield certified the EIR and

Page A-4 of 24

2/14/2013

No Impact

Less Than
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

INITIAL STUDY
PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations which determined that it was economically infeasible to
mitigate the loss of the onsite sensitive species and that benefits from the City of Bakersfield project
outweighed the unavoidable adverse and significant environmental effects identified (Reference 27). (The
related WDR 94-286 required a pre-conversion survey for kit fox dens, which was done prior to the
conversion). The proposed Project does not change the previously approved use of the Farm as to cause
any additional impacts. The conversion of open land to farmland was previously analyzed in the 1984
certified City of Bakersfield Supplemental EIR and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural community were
to be adversely modified. Reference: Reference 14, Reference 26, Reference 27, Reference 50
Explanation: Land application of biosolids at Green Acres Farm or its 2000 purchase will not adversely
affect any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community in the project area. Therefore, no impacts
from land application of biosolids on the farm are expected.
The City of Bakersfield Supplemental EIR (Reference 26) described in 4-a above determined that there
were significant unmitigatable effects associated with the approval and use of the Project Site, including
the conversion of approximately 2,560 acres of Valley Mesquite Savannah and Valley Saltbrush Scrub to
irrigated crop lands. The City of Bakersfield certified the EIR and adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations which determined that it was economically infeasible to mitigate the loss of habitat and that
benefits from the City of Bakersfield project outweighed the unavoidable adverse and significant
environmental effects identified (Reference 27). This resulted in a ruling that such agricultural conversion
is an allowable use and not subject to any specific mitigation measures. The conversion of open land to
farmland was previously analyzed in the 1984 certified City of Bakersfield Supplemental EIR and no
further analysis or mitigation is required.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act would be modified or removed. Reference: Reference 26 and Reference 27
Explanation: Land application of biosolids at Green Acres Farm or its 2000 purchase will not adversely
affect any federally protected wetlands in the project area. Therefore, no impacts from land application of
biosolids on the farm are expected.
The Supplemental EIR prepared by the City of Bakersfield (Reference 26) determined that there were no
surface hydrologic features affected by the conversion of the site from open lands to agricultural use. In
addition, WDR 94-366 identifies only the Alajandro Canal as an onsite Water of the United States. This
drainage feature was not modified or removed by the previous land conversion or proposed Project
activities. The conversion of open land to farmland was previously analyzed in the 1984 certified City of
Bakersfield Supplemental EIR and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project interferes or removes access to a
migratory wildlife corridor or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Reference: Reference 50
Explanation: The Project Site is characterized as agricultural lands and is bounded by agricultural lands to
the south and east. Therefore, the Project Site is not expected to be utilized as a travel route, migratory
wildlife corridor or crossing by local wildlife, nor is it expected to impede the use of a native wildlife nursery
site. No significant impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?













Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would cause an impact that is
inconsistent with local regulations pertaining to biological resources.
Explanation: The Project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. No further analysis of this issue is required.
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?





Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would be inconsistent with mapping or
policies in any conservation plans of the cited type. Reference: Reference 28 and Reference 29
Explanation: There is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation
Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan for the project area.
Thus there is no impact.
It is noted that the Project Site occurs within the proposed Kern County Valley Floor Habitat Conservation
Plan area (VFHCP; Reference 28). The intention of this proposed VFHCP is to develop a plan for the
valley floor that will obtain 10a and 2081 permits for the taking of listed species and provide consistency
among agencies. It is also intended to streamline the permit process and plan for long term conservation.
The land in the vicinity of the Farm occurs in areas designated by the draft VFHCP as either ‘Green Zone’
or ‘White Zone’ (Figure 3.1 in Reference 28). Green Zones are those areas that contain habitat of
moderate conservation importance that may also provide valuable connection areas of high conservation
importance. White Zones are those that are of limited importance due primarily to intensive land uses,
such as cultivated agriculture. The Farm site conversion to cultivated agricultural land, which would be
consistent with a White Zone designation, was approved in 1984 (Reference 26). In addition to the Zones
identified in the VFHCP, several sensitive species are determined to be within the Project Area. These
species are listed in Section 4(a) above.
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in California Code of Regulations Section
15064.5?







Standard: A significant impact may result if the proposed Project caused a substantial adverse change to
the significance of a historical resource (as identified above). Reference: Reference 3 (Section D.3)
Explanation: The land application of biosolids at the Farm or its 2000 purchase will not involve any
additional ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, this activity is not expected to result in an adverse
impact to any equipment or structures over 50 years of age that may be culturally significant because no
cultural resources have been previously identified at the Farm and none are expected to be found during
land application of biosolids. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an archaeological resource which falls under the CEQA Guidelines section
cited above. Reference: Reference 3 (Section D.2)
Explanation: The Farm will not be cleared, excavated, and/or developed as a result of the land application
of biosolids or its 2000 purchase, and no archeological resources have been identified since the Farm
began operations in 1988. Therefore, there are no impacts expected from the proposed Project. No
further analysis of this issue is required.



c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the proposed
Project would disturb unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Reference:
Reference 3 (Sections D.1 and E.3)
Explanation: No paleontological resources have been identified since the Farm began operations in 1988,
and no paleontological resources or geologic features will be disturbed as a result of the land application
of biosolids or its 2000 purchase. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.



d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the proposed
Project would disturb interred human remains. Reference: Reference 3 (Section D.2)
Explanation: The Farm will not need to be cleared, excavated, and/or developed as a result of the
proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and 2000 purchase). No known human remains or
burial sites have been identified at the Farm during farming activities, and none are expected to be found
during land application of biosolids. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is
required.
6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?

























Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located within a statedesignated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault zone and appropriate building practices were
not followed. References: Reference 52
Explanation: There are no known faults in the area. The California Geological Survey does not
provide an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Map for the area as there are no known active faults in the vicinity
of the Farm. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project design did not comply with building
code requirements intended to protect people from hazards associated with strong seismic ground
shaking. Reference: Reference 53
Explanation: The Farm is underlain by approximately 2 miles of sedimentary rocks capped with
approximately 100 feet of unconsolidated sediments. The thickness of the sediments, as well their
degree of moisture saturation, influences their ability to amplify seismic events. The proximity to most
of the basin boundary faults and the thickness of the sediments beneath the site could be conducive to
the propagation of elastic seismic waves. However, the land application of biosolids and the 2000
purchase of the Farm proposed for the Project do not include new structures or increased population
so it is not expected to result in an impact (risk of loss, injury or death) to people or structures due to
seismic ground shaking. No further analysis of this issue is required.
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would be located in an area identified
as having a high risk of liquefaction and appropriate design measures required within such designated
areas were not incorporated into the Project. Reference: Reference 53
Explanation: Ground failure at the Farm is considered unlikely due to the layers of sedimentary rocks.
The land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm proposed for the proposed Project
will not affect the underlying sedimentary rocks and will not affect the risk of ground failure. The
proposed Project is expected to result in less than significant impacts related to seismic-related ground
failure to the additional workers. The EIR will analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in
cumulatively considerable impacts.



iv) Landslides?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located in a hillside area with soil
conditions that would suggest high potential for sliding and appropriate design measures were not
implemented. Reference: Reference 53
Explanation: The Farm is relatively flat. Relief is so low as to make landslides essentially impossible.
The site is also only a few miles from the structurally lowest point in the San Joaquin basin. The land
application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm proposed for the proposed Project would
not result in a significant impact associated with landslides because it does not add any structures or
appreciable number of new workers. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is
required.
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to expose large areas to the
erosion effects of wind or water for a prolonged period of time. Reference: Reference 54
Explanation: According to the National Research Council (Reference 54) “Soil organic matter enhances
the structural properties of a soil by binding together soil particles into aggregates or lumps and creating
large (non-capillary) pores through which air and water more. Generally, the application of sludge
increases the capacity of the soil to retain water. The organic carbon content of sludge may affect water
retention either through the direct effect of sludge organic particles themselves or through its indirect
effect on other physical properties (such as bulk density, porosity, and pore size distribution.” The
enhanced structural properties of the soil suggest that there is little probability of a significant erosion
event. Because the proposed Project is likely to enhance the structural properties of the soil and will not
cause substantial erosion, less than significant impacts are expected. The EIR will also analyze the
potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were built in an unstable area without
proper site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for Project buildings, thus
posing a hazard to life and property. Reference: Reference 54
Explanation: The application and incorporation of biosolids increases the capacity of the soil to retain
water, enhances soil aggregation, increases porosity, and lowers bulk density. The soil at the Farm is not
expected to become unstable and, thus, impacts from the proposed Project (i.e., land application of
biosolids and 2000 purchase of the Farm) are not expected. No further analysis of this issue is required.
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were built on soils that were defined as
expansive in Table 18-1-B in the Uniform Building Code. Reference: Reference 55
Explanation: The surface soils at the Farm are not known to be expansive. Based on this, the proposed
Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm) is not expected to have any
impacts. No further analysis is needed.
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were built on soils that were incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal system, and such a
system was proposed. Reference: Reference 55
Explanation: The soils at the Farm present only slight restrictions to building site development. Therefore,
the soils are expected to adequately support the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems if needed at the site. However, none are included in the proposed Project (i.e., land application
of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm) and the project is expected to have no impacts. No
further analysis is needed.
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would generate a substantial amount of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Reference: Reference 56
Explanation: The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was
made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus, there are no GHG impacts due solely
to the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm.
The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant impact and that
further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency
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adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted to reduce GHG emissions. Reference: Reference 56
Explanation: The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was
made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. Thus, there are no GHG impacts due solely
to the City’s 2000 purchase of the Farm.
The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project may have a potentially significant impact and that
further analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project involved the use or disposal of
hazardous materials as part of its routine operations and would have the potential to generate toxic or
otherwise hazardous emissions. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections F.1 and F.2)
Explanation: Biosolids are not defined as a hazardous material. The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000
was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the
sale. No impacts are expected and no further analysis is required.
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project involved a risk of accidental explosion or
utilized substantial amounts of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations that could potentially
pose a hazard to the public under accident or upset conditions. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections F.1 and
F.2)
Explanation: See comment to 8(a). As biosolids are not defined as hazardous materials, the land
application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm would not pose a significant hazard involving
the release of hazardous materials. Furthermore, procedures are in place to address any potential spill of
the biosolids during a comprehensive spill response plan for the transport and management. No impact is
expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school site and were projected to release toxic emissions which pose a hazard
beyond regulatory thresholds. Reference: Reference 3 (Section F.2)
Explanation: No existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of the Green Acres
Farm so no impacts to a school within one-quarter mile are expected. The City’s purchase of the Farm in
2000 was a transfer of title and no material change was made to the Farm or related operations because
of the sale. No impact is expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and,
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as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project would introduce or directly modify pipelines carrying
hazardous or explosive substances, subterranean storage fields or above ground tanks, solid waste
facilities, wastewater treatment plants, or other facilities that handle hazardous materials. A significant
impact may also occur if the project would locate people adjacent to a health hazard or if the project would
create a health hazard by disturbing, removing, or disposing of asbestos-containing materials or lead
paints. Reference: Reference 3 (Sections F.2)
Explanation: The Green Acres Farm is not included on a list of hazardous sites pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5. The City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000 was a transfer of title and no material
change was made to the Farm or related operations because of the sale. No impact is expected, and no
further analysis of this issue is required.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project site were located within a public airport
land use plan area, or within two miles of a public airport, and would create a safety hazard. Reference:
Reference 3 (Section F.1) and Reference 38
Explanation: The Farm is located more than two miles from the nearest public airports. A Kern County
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan4 (ALUCP) was created by the Kern County Planning and Community
Development Department with the purpose of coordinating the planning for the areas surrounding public
use airports. The Farm will not add new buildings or other structures as a result of the proposed Project
(i.e., land application and the 2000 purchase of the Farm) that will interfere with flight patterns. The Farm
is consistent with the ALUCP, and no potentially significant safety hazards related to nearby airports are
expected from the land application of biosolids to the Farm or the City’s purchase of the Farm in 2000. No
impacts are expected, and no further analysis of this issue is required.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project would result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the Project area because of its location near a private airstrip. Reference: Reference 3
(Section F.1)
Explanation: The Farm is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed
Project (i.e., land application and the 2000 purchase of the Farm) would result in no impacts related to
private airstrip hazards. No further analysis of this issue is required.
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to substantially interfere with
roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency response plan or evacuation plan or would
generate sufficient traffic to create traffic congestion that would interfere with the execution of such plan.
Reference: Reference 3 (Section F.1) and Reference 57
4 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.2011. Kern County Planning and Community Development Department. Available
at: http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/pdfs/ALUCP2011.pdf. Accessed 30 October 2012.
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Explanation: The Farm does not use hazardous materials or involve a potential release of acutely
hazardous materials during operation of the farm. Because biosolids are not defined as hazardous
materials, the land application of biosolids at the Farm and the 2000 purchase will not require the
development of an emergency response plan or evacuation plan. No impact is expected, and no further
analysis of this issue is required.
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located in a wild land area and
poses a significant fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of a fire.
Reference: Reference 57
Explanation: No substantial or native vegetation exists within the area of the Farm, other than agricultural
crops. The land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase will not increase the existing risk of fire
hazards in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees. Therefore, no increase in fire hazards is expected
to be associated with the proposed Project. No further analysis of this issue is required.
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project discharged water which did not meet the
quality standards of agencies which regulate surface water quality and water discharge into storm-water
drainage systems. Reference: Reference 3, Reference 15, and Reference 39
Explanation:
Based on Section 503 EPA studies and other assessments discussed in Section IV above, the land
application of biosolids at the Project site and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are expected to be less than
significant and unlikely to result in the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements. The 1989 EIR included mitigation measures related to water quality. Although no water
quality impacts are expected from the proposed Project, the EIR will include further analysis on mitigation
measures in the 1989 EIR. The EIR will also analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in
cumulatively considerable impacts.
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?









Standard: A Project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater supplies if it were to result
in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge capacity or change the potable water
levels sufficiently that it would reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public
water supplies or storage of imported water, reduce the yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or adversely
change the rate or direction of groundwater flow. Reference: Reference 3
Explanation: The proposed Project, the land application of biosolids at the site and the 2000 purchase of
the Farm, will not require using the groundwater supplies. Biosolids will be mixed in with the native soil as
a soil amendment and will not interfere with groundwater recharge. No impacts are expected and no
further analysis of this issue is necessary.
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project resulted in a substantial alteration of
drainage patterns that resulted in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during construction or
operation of the Project. Reference: Reference 3
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) will not alter
the existing drainage pattern of the site. Biosolids will be mixed in with the native soil as a soil
amendment. Farming practices at the site include carefully grading the site with laser levels to ensure
effective irrigation and drainage of the site and erosion and siltation control. Additionally Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDR) prohibits land application of biosolids in areas subject to erosion. No impacts are
expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project resulted in increased runoff volumes
during construction or operation of the proposed Project that would result in flooding conditions affecting
the Project site or nearby properties. Reference: Reference 3
Explanation: See explanation 9(c) above. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is
necessary.
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the volume of runoff were to increase to a level which
exceeded the capacity of the storm drain system serving a Project site. A significant impact may also
occur if the proposed Project would substantially increase the probability that polluted runoff would reach
the storm drain system. Reference: Reference 3
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) will not
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems. The site currently has a tail and runoff water recovery system that returns collected
water to the source field or to adjacent fields. Land application of biosolids can potentially introduce
additional pollutants such as metals, nutrients, and salts. Because all tail and runoff water is collected and
returned to the site, there will be no runoff from the site that may potentially pollute surface waters. No
impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if a project included potential sources of water pollutants and
potential to substantially degrade water quality. Reference: Reference 3
Explanation: See explanation 9(a) above. The proposed Project is expected to result in less than
significant impacts. The EIR will analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively
considerable impacts
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
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flood hazard delineation map?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project placed housing within a 100-year flood
zone. Reference: Reference 3 and Reference 57
Explanation: The proposed Project site is not located in a 100-year flood plain, and construction of
housing is not proposed for this Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase). No
impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located within a 100-year flood
zone and would impede or redirect flood flows. Reference: Reference 3 and Reference 57
Explanation: The proposed Project site is not located in a 100-year flood plain, and construction of
structures is not proposed for this Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase). No
impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located in an area where a dam or
levee could fail, exposing people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death. Reference:
Reference 3 and Reference 57
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) will not
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is required.
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located in an area with inundation
potential due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Reference: Reference 3 and Reference 57
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) is not located
in an area that is subject to the risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. No impacts are
expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were sufficiently large or otherwise
configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established community. Reference:
Reference 3 (Section H.2), Reference 38, Reference 58, and Reference 59
Explanation: The proposed Project only involves the land application of biosolids at the Farm and its 2000
purchase. There are no modifications to the Farm and the proposed Project does not involve a change in
the existing land or water use at the site. No established community will be physically divided as a result
of the operation of the proposed Project. Therefore, no impact is expected and no further analysis is
required.
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
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ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were inconsistent with the General Plan,
or other applicable plan, or with the site’s zoning if designated to avoid or mitigate a significant potential
environmental impact. Reference: Reference 3, Reference 38, Reference 44, Reference 58, and
Reference 59
Explanation: The initial analysis indicates that the proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and
its 2000 purchase) may have a potentially significant impact if Measure E is upheld and that further
analysis is needed. The additional analysis will be completed in the EIR.
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were located within an area governed
by a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan and would conflict with such plan.
Reference: Reference 3, Reference 28, Reference 29, Reference 58, and Reference 59
Explanation: As described in Section 4(f), the Project Site occurs within the Kern County VFHCP
(Reference 28) and the Buena Vista Lake – Kern Lake Conservation Plan section of the Tulare Basin
Regional Conservation Plan (Reference 29). Neither the Kern County VFHCP nor the Tulare Basin
Regional Conservation Plan have been finalized and/or implemented. As such, these are not legally
binding documents and projects are not required to maintain compliance with them. Regardless, the
Project site is composed entirely of agricultural lands and, as such, increasing the amount of land applied
biosolids will not constrain adoption of an HCP.
The 1989 EIR included a mitigation measure for land use of creating a buffer zone to reduce the perceived
or actual impacts of incompatible land uses. The specific distance for this zone was not specified.
However, because this site-specific analysis shows that there is no significant impact with the zoning at
the Farm and surrounding land uses, this mitigation measure may not be applicable to the Farm. The EIR
will include further analysis on mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR.
The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) would result in no impacts
related to conflicts with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No further analysis of this issue is required.
11. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project were located in an area used or available for
extraction of a regionally important mineral resource, if the Project converted an existing or potential
present or future regionally-important mineral extraction use to another use, or if a project affected access
to such a site. Reference: Reference 3 (Section E4) and Reference 60
Explanation: The land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to
affect the mineral resources in the area (i.e., nearby South Coles Levee oil field, Ten Section oil field, Hay
7 well). The proposed Project will not result in the loss of available mineral resources to the area and no
impacts are expected. No further analysis of this impact is required.
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if a project were located in an area used or available for
extraction of a locally-important mineral resource and the project converted such a resource to another
use or affected access to such a site. Reference: Reference 3 (Section E4) and Reference 60
Explanation: See response to 11a. The Farm site is not an area used or available for locally important
mineral extraction. No impacts are expected from the proposed Project and no further analysis of this
impact is required.
12. NOISE – Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project generated noise levels exceeding the standards
for ambient noise as established by the General Plan and Municipal Code or exposed persons to that
increased level of noise. Reference: Reference 3 (Section I), Reference 34, and Reference 61
Explanation: Less than significant impacts would be expected due to equipment noise associated with the
biosolids application at the Farm. No impact will (or has) occurred due to its 2000 purchase. The
proposed Project is expected to result in less than significant impacts. The EIR will analyze the potential
for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project were to expose persons to or generate excessive
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. Reference: Reference 3 (Section I), Reference 34,
and Reference 59
Explanation: Construction activities could generate ground-borne vibration from use of heavy equipment.
However, construction activities using heavy equipment are not part of the proposed Project (i.e., land
application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase). See also comment under Section 12(a). No impact is
expected and no further analysis is needed.
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project were to substantially and permanently increase the
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed Project. Reference:
Reference 3 (Section I) and Reference 34
Explanation: Refer to discussion under 12 (a) above. Less than significant impacts are expected; the EIR
will analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the Project were to create a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in the ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed
Project. Reference: Reference 3 (Section I) and Reference 34
Explanation: Refer to discussion under 12 (a) above. Less than significant impacts are expected; the EIR
will also analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
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public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
Standard: Reference: Reference 3 (Section I) and Reference 62
Explanation: The Farm is not located within two miles of an airport. No impact is expected and no further
analysis is needed.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?









Standard: Reference: Reference 3 (Section I) and Reference 62
Explanation: No private airstrips are located within the vicinity of the Farm. No impact is expected and no
further analysis is needed.
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if population growth is induced in an area, either directly or
indirectly, such that the population of the area may exceed the planned population of that area. Reference:
Reference 63
Explanation: The proposed Project involves land application of biosolids received at the existing facility
and its 2000 purchase. Project related activities will not involve an increase, decrease, or relocation of
population. Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to have any impacts on housing, induce
substantial population growth, or exceed the growth projections contained in any adopted plans. No
further analysis of this issue is required.
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project results in a displacement of a substantial
number of houses. Reference: Reference 63
Explanation: No housing is, or will be, located on the Farm. The proposed Project (i.e., land application of
biosolids and its 2000 purchase) would not displace any existing housing units. Therefore, the proposed
Project would result in no impacts related to housing displacement and replacement. No further analysis
of this issue is required.
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project displaces a substantial number of
people. Reference: Reference 63
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) would not
displace any existing housing units. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impacts related to
housing displacement and replacement. No further analysis of this issue is required.
14. PUBLIC SERVICES –
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
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governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
any of the public services:



i) Fire protection?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) could not
adequately serve the proposed Project based on response time, access, or fire hydrant/water
availability. Reference: Reference 57
Explanation: Land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to
require the addition of new fire stations, or the expansion, consolidation or relocation of and existing
facility to maintain service in the area. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impacts
related to fire protection. No further analysis of this issue is required.



ii) Police protection?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to result in an increase in
demand for police services that would exceed the capacity of the police department responsible for
serving the site. Reference: Reference 57
Explanation: Land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to
result in an increase in demand for police services that would exceed the capacity of the police
department responsible for serving the site. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impacts
related to police protection. No further analysis of this issue is required.



iii) Schools?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project includes substantial employment or
population growth that could generate demand for school facilities that exceeded the capacity of the
school district responsible for serving the Project site. Reference: Reference 59
Explanation: Land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to
result in employment or population growth that could generate demand for school facilities that
exceeded the capacity of the school district responsible for serving the Farm. Therefore, the proposed
Project would result in no impacts related to schools. No further analysis of this issue is required.



iv) Parks?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the recreation and park services available could not
accommodate the population increase resulting from the implementation of the proposed Project.
Reference: Reference 59
Explanation: Land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to
result in a population increase that would require additional recreation and park services. Therefore,
the proposed Project would result in no impacts related to parks. No further analysis of this issue is
required.



v) Other public facilities?





Standard: A significant impact may occur if the other public facilities could not accommodate the
population increase resulting from the implementation of the proposed Project. Reference: Reference
59
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Explanation: Land application of biosolids and the 2000 purchase of the Farm are not expected to result
in a population increase that would require additional recreation and park services. Therefore, the
proposed Project would result in no impacts related to other public facilities. No further analysis of this
issue is required.
15. RECREATION –
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project includes substantial employment or
population growth that may generate demand for public park facilities that exceed the capacity of existing
parks. Reference: Reference 3 (Section K.4) and Reference 59
Explanation: The Farm is surrounded by highways, vacant lands, industrial facilities, and lands used for
agricultural purposes. The nearest public parks are located in the City of Bakersfield, which is
approximately 15 miles away from the Farm.
The proposed Project involves the land application of biosolids at the Farm and its 2000 purchase. Five
employees are required for applying the biosolids at the Farm. The proposed Project does not involve any
expected change in the population in the surrounding area because the existing labor pool in the Kern
County area is sufficient to fulfill the longer term requirements for biosolids transportation and land
application. Therefore, the land application of biosolids at the Farm is not expected to cause or contribute
to an increase in the use of recreation facilities or to require the construction of new or expanded
recreation facilities near the Farm. No impact to recreational facilities is expected to occur as a result of
the proposed Project. No further analysis of this issue is needed.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?









Standard: Reference: Reference 3 (Section K.4) and Reference 59
Explanation: See comment 15(a) above. No impact is expected and no further analysis is necessary
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including but not limited to intersection, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project causes an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. Reference: Reference 3
(Section L) and Reference 8
Explanation: The screening criteria provided in Section L of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide indicates
that additional analysis to ascertain potential significance is required if the proposed Project:
Generates and/or causes a diversion or shift of 500 or more daily trips or 43 or more p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips;
Adds 150 or more one-way vehicle trips to a Congestion Management Program (CMP) mainline
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freeway monitoring segment during either the a.m. or p.m. peak hours;
Adds 50 or more a.m. or p.m. peak hour trips to a freeway on- or off-ramp;
Generates more than 120 daily vehicle trips to a local residential street;
Provide less parking supply than that required by City Code, including Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC, Reference 8), Transportation Specific Plan (TSP) or Interim Control Ordinance (ICO)
requirements, prior to applying for a variance, exemption, or amendment, if any apply to the Project; or
Provide less proposed parking supply than that required by California Coastal Commission
requirements, if the Project is located in the coastal zone (generally, 1000 yards inland of the mean
high tide line).
The proposed Project includes the transportation of up to 800 tpd biosolids from HTP to Green Acres and
the 2000 purchase of the Farm. A total of up to 31 trucks per day would be used to transport these
biosolids. Operation of the proposed Project would require up to 5 new, full-time, contracted employees at
GAF for land application. The HTP is located at the southeast corner of Imperial Highway and Vista del
Mar. There are four entry/exit gates along Vista del Mar, although only one gate is presently in use. The
other access gate is located along Imperial Highway. Green Acres is bounded on the east by Interstate 5
(I-5). Taft Highway (Route 119) borders the site to the north. Due to the irregular shape of the property,
the western boundary is comprised of two roads: Enos Lane and Coles Levee Road. The southern
boundary is comprised of Union Road.
The total trips for the proposed Project is estimated to be 36,which is less than the fewest trips (43) that
would require additional analysis, per the screening criteria described in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.
No additional parking will be needed for the employees as they will park at existing facilities at the Farm.
The proposed Project will also not conflict with any applicable plans or congestion management programs.
As a result, less than significant impacts are expected. The EIR will analyze the potential for the proposed
Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project causes a conflict with an applicable
congestion management program. Reference: Reference 3 (Section L), Reference 59, Reference 64,
Reference 65, and Reference 66
Explanation: The trucking required as part of the proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and
its 2000 purchase) represent only a very small fraction of the total traffic that travels on the roads in Los
Angeles and Kern County that comprise the primary truck route. This volume is not expected to affect the
level of service (LOS) for any of the roads and the proposed Project does not conflict with the Circulation
Element of the Kern County General Plan, the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, or the
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan. In addition, local access roads to the Farm are
owned and maintained by the City. As a result, less than significant impacts are expected. The EIR will
analyze the potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety
risks?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project changed air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location the resulted in substantial safety risks.
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Reference: Reference 3 (Section L)
Explanation: The proposed Project includes transportation and land application of biosolids, and the 2000
purchase of the Farm. No delivery of materials and/or personnel via air is required, and the Project would
not involve any changes in air traffic patterns. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impacts
related to air traffic patterns. No further analysis of this issue is required.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project substantially increased road hazards due
to a design feature or incompatible uses. Reference: Reference 3 (Section L)
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) does not
involve construction of roads or the use of incompatible equipment on roads (e.g., farm equipment).
Therefore, no increased hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use is expected. No impacts are
expected and no further analysis of this issue is needed.
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project resulted in inadequate emergency
access. Reference: Reference 3 (Section L)
Explanation: The entries and exits to HTP, TIWRP, and the Farm will remain unchanged. The increase in
personnel will be minimal and is not expected to affect emergency access or use. The existing emergency
access gates will be maintained. There will be a maximum of 31 trucks entering the Farm on a daily basis
and these trucks will not block emergency access. Therefore, the proposed Project (i.e., land application
of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) is not expected to result in inadequate emergency access at or
adjacent to the HTP or the Farm, and any impacts would be less than significant. The EIR will analyze the
potential for the proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation. Reference: Reference 3 (Section L), Reference 64,
Reference 65, and Reference 66
Explanation: The proposed Project requires trucking from HTP and TIWRP to the Farm. This trucking will
occur primarily on state and federal highways. The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and
its 2000 purchase) does not conflict with the Circulation Element of the Kern County General Plan, the
Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, or the Los Angeles County Congestion Management
Plan or with any plans for public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The proposed Project will not
impact any of these existing facilities. The 1989 EIR included several mitigation measures for traffic
including spreading the biosolids transport trucks over as long as possible of a daily time period and
widening affected highway segments. The site-specific analysis of the proposed Project shows that there
is no significant impact related to transportation. These mitigation measures may not be applicable to the
project site. The EIR will include further analysis on mitigation measures in the 1989 EIR. The proposed
Project is expected to have less than significant impacts. The EIR will analyze the potential for the
proposed Project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
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17. UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project exceeds wastewater treatment
requirements of the local regulatory governing agency. Reference: Reference 3 (Section M)
Explanation: Land application of biosolids at the Farm and its 2000 purchase will not generate
wastewater. Irrigation water, which is primarily recycled water from the City of Bakersfield Wastewater
Treatment Plant No. 3, is applied at agronomic rates, and tail water and runoff water is collected and
returned to the source fields or to adjacent fields. The proposed Project will not impact the local
wastewater facility. No further analysis of this issue is necessary.
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project resulted in the need for new construction
or expansion of water or wastewater treatment facilities that could result in an adverse environmental
effect that could not be mitigated. Reference: Reference 3 (Section M)
Explanation: See comment to 17(a) above. Land application of biosolids at the Farm and its 2000
purchase will not require water, and therefore, new construction or expansion of existing water treatment
facilities is not needed. The proposed Project is designed, operated, and maintained to follow all
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
As discussed above in the Regulatory Setting, current regulations limit the disposal methods available for
Class B biosolids. As a result, HTP and TIWRP eventually needed to treat to Class A standards even in
the absence of the proposed Project. As such, the energy required to treat to Class A standards is not
included in the proposed Project. However, even if it were, digester gas is used as the energy source for
treating the biosolids (e.g., steam production) and no impact would be expected on existing energy
utilities.
No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff from the proposed Project
increases to a level exceeding the capacity of the storm drain system serving the Project site. Reference:
Reference 3 (Sections G and M)
Explanation: The Farm has an existing tail water and runoff water collection system that returns collected
water to the source field or to adjacent fields; the proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and
its 2000 purchase) will not expand the land area of the site, which could potentially increase the volume of
tail water and runoff water that would need to be collected and returned. Therefore, the proposed Project
will not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project’s water demands would exceed the
existing water supplies that serve the site. Reference: Reference 3 (Section M)
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Explanation: See comment to 17(a) and 17(b) above.
Because the Farm has been active since 1988 producing dairy feed crops and land application of biosolids
to the site does not require additional water, the proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its
2000 purchase) is not expected to result in impacts on the water supplies or require additional water
supplies. Additionally, the proposed Project will not expand the land area of the Farm. No further analysis
of this issue is necessary.
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would increase wastewater generation to
such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the Project site would be exceeded.
Reference: Reference 3 (Section M)
Explanation: See comment to 17(a) above. No impacts are expected and no further analysis is needed.
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project were to increase solid waste generation
to a degree that existing and projected landfill capacities would be insufficient to accommodate the
additional waste. Reference: Reference 3 (Section M) and Reference 66
Explanation: Land application of biosolids at the Farm is not expected to generate any solid waste that
would be landfilled. The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) will
not result in a significant increase in the number of employees at the Farm. As a result, the proposed
Project is not expected to increase the solid waste. No impacts are expected and no further analysis of
this issue is necessary.
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would generate solid waste that was in
excess of or was not disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. Reference: Reference 3
(Section M) and Reference 66
Explanation: The proposed Project (i.e., land application of biosolids and its 2000 purchase) does not
generate waste that needs utilities or services. No impact is expected and no further analysis is needed.
18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?







Reference: Preceding analyses.
Explanation: There are no potential impacts on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, population/housing,
public services, recreation, or utilities/service systems.
Excluding potential cumulative impacts (see 18b), the proposed Project has less than significant impacts
on geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic.
The proposed Project may have potentially significant impacts on air, greenhouse gases, and land
use/planning. Further analysis is needed and will be provided in the EIR.
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?









Reference: Preceding analyses.
Explanation: There are no potential impacts on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, population/housing,
public services, recreation, or utilities/service systems. Therefore, there is no risk of individual or
cumulatively considerable impacts in these areas and no further analysis is needed in the EIR.
The proposed Project may have less than significant impacts on geology/soils, hydrology/water quality,
noise, and transportation/traffic. The proposed Project may have potentially significant impacts on air,
greenhouse gases, and land use/planning. Further analysis of the proposed Project’s potential to cause
cumulatively considerable impacts in these areas will be provided in the EIR.
c) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals?









Reference: Preceding analyses.
Explanation: The purpose of the proposed Project is to beneficially use the biosolids produced at the HTP
and TIWRP, and to reduce the amount of fertilizer required to be purchased for the Farm.
The purpose of the proposed Project is to beneficially use the biosolids produced at the HTP and TIWRP,
and to reduce the amount of fertilizer required to be purchased for the Farm. The proposed Project is
anticipated to have positive long term impacts but alternative uses of biosolids would also have
environmental impacts. Therefore the proposed Project does not have the potential to achieve short-term
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals
d) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?







Reference: Preceding analyses.
Explanation: Further analysis will be provided in the EIR if any potential impact issue is not already
presented or arises during the NOP/IS comment period.
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