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CHAPTER I 
Purpose of the Final EIR 

 I-1 

Purpose of a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) 
 
Prior to the approval of a project and certification of an EIR, the Lead Agency must prepare a 
Final EIR for consideration by the approving authority. A Final EIR consists of any revisions to 
the draft EIR (errata pages and/or additional analysis); any comments or recommendations made 
on the draft; a list of those persons, organizations, and public agencies providing comments; the 
responses given by the Lead Agency to any significant environmental points raised during the 
review process, and any other information deemed necessary by the Lead Agency. 
 
The Draft EIR for the Wasco Rose City Industrial Park (SCH # 2006061124), dated August 
2007, was available for public comment from August 6, 2007 through September 19, 2007.
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II-1 

Errata Pages 

Errata pages consist of corrections and additional analysis added to the Draft EIR based on 
comments received from agencies and the public.  These changes can include correcting 
typographical errors, corrections to facts or figures, clarification of statements, and additional 
analyses to answer questions or provide additional information or update information.  The 
following errata pages are included in the order in which they appear in the Draft EIR document.  
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Impact AES-1: 
Alteration of existing 
rural agrarian visual 
character 

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Alteration of existing rural agrarian visual character 

The City requires as part of the Precise Development Plan process the submittal of 
landscaping and irrigation plans.  These plans are required to be prepared by a licensed 
Landscape Architect.  The City’s standards call for the use of drought tolerant plant 
species.  The intent of the landscaping is to moderate views of the open areas of the 
plant site rather than shielding views of the structures.   
 
In order to diminish aesthetic impacts of the ethanol plants, landscape buffering along 
the perimeter of the project area along Hwy 46, Root Ave., and Kimberlina Ave. shall 
include berming and the use of landscaping. All developments within the project area 
will be subject to a Community Facilities District or Landscape and Lighting District for 
the long-term maintenance of the landscape areas.  The operators of these project 
specific sites will be required to maintain the landscaping in a healthful growing state 
and to maintain the irrigation systems in a good state of repair.  A 20-foot landscape 
buffer shall also be dedicated to the City of Wasco along the north, east, and south 
boundary of the project as detailed in Mitigation Measure AG-3: Agricultural Buffer. 

Landscaping shall emphasize drought tolerant, native plant species. No plant species 
listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the 
State of California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. No 
plant species listed as ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. Federal 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Government shall be utilized within the property. 

In addition to ameliorating the visual effects of the project specific sites, landscape and 
irrigation plans will be required for each use within the Industrial Park.  These plans are 
required by the Precise Development Plan process. 

Impact AES-2: New 
sources of substantial 
light and glare 

Future development shall incorporate the use of lighting that meets the following 
guidelines, to the extent that safe working conditions are not adversely impacted: 
 

• Exterior Yard Lights to be full cutoff fixtures; i.e., there should be no light 
emitted above the horizontal and not much light (generally less than four 
percent) at angles greater than 75 degrees above the vertical. 

 
• Streetlights should be flat-lens, full cutoff fixtures installed in a level position 

and should be rated “Dark Sky Friendly” by the International Dark Sky 
Association.  Energy efficient sodium lamps should be used.  They should be 
mounted at a height of 30 feet or at the lowest height allowed by applicable 
codes. 

  
• Exterior lighting originating on a property should be limited to a maximum 

of 0.5-foot candles at a distance of 25 feet beyond the property lines. 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
• Advertising signs should be illuminating from above and should be off 

between 11 p.m. and sunrise unless the business is open to the public at that 
time. 

Implementation of these measures will reduce light pollution in order to preserve and 
protect the nighttime environment and dark skies through appropriate outdoor lighting. 

Impact BIO-1: Special-
Status Species Habitat 
and Movement 
Corridors 

Mitigation Measure BIO 1-a: Per California Fish and Game Codes 3503 and 3503.5 
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712), if ground disturbance 
is scheduled during the typical avian nesting season (March 1 to August 31), each work 
site (including access routes) and the areas within 150 feet from the work site will be 
surveyed by a qualified biologist for the presence of nesting bird species. A qualified 
biologist is someone who has experience working with the species included in the 
mitigation discussion. Surveys would be conducted at each work site within two weeks 
prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities. 

If nesting birds are present, a buffer zone would be established around the perimeter of 
the nest substrate (tree, shrub, herb, etc.).  If nesting birds-of-prey are found to be 
present (orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes), a buffer zone would be established to 
include a 150-foot radius around the perimeter of the nest substrate. Ground disturbance 
would not be conducted within designated buffer areas until all observed nesting 
activities are completed. A qualified biologist, deemed acceptable to the Department of 
Fish and Game, would determine nesting status.  Pre-construction surveys would not be 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
foraging habitat and interference with the movement of the kit fox through the Project 
Area as individuals move between suitable breeding and foraging habitat. 307.7 acres of 
potential foraging habitat (297.0 acres of orchards and 10.7 acres of annual grassland) 
for the kit fox within the two ethanol sites, and 1,197 acres within the remaining project 
area. There would be a permanent loss of approximately 530 acres of agricultural lands 
being added to the Sphere of Influence that may be used as foraging habitat, not 
addressed in the General Plan update.     The Industrial Park will not be able to provide 
natural movement corridors as the corridors must contain prime kit fox habitat, i.e. 
saltbrush scrub or annual grassland.   

This compensation can be accomplished through the purchase of mitigation credits at 
any approved USFS mitigation bank such as Kern Water Bank, or the Semitropic 
Reserve, or other future banks developed during the buildout of the industrial park, or 
suitable foraging habitat preserved by the city in perpetuity. Additional mitigation 
opportunities may be available through The Center for Natural Lands Management 
(CNLM).  The CNLM manages the Semitropic Ridge Preserve 
((http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html). The USFWS would prefer the purchase of a 
parcel (with subsequent easement) rather than having the project go through a 
conservation bank, because the project is so large that the available acreage at 
whichever conservation bank the project compensated at would be substantially 
reduced. Their kit fox recovery strategy is a metapopulation strategy that seeks to 
connect core and satellite population areas by preserving corridors. Compensation for 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
loss of kit fox foraging habitat within the Industrial Park will be to preserve kit fox 
foraging habitat of comparable value at 1.1:1 ratio for the first 100 yards of the 
perimeter of orchards, 1.1:1 for annual and perennial row crops and fallow fields, and 
3:1 for the annual grassland.   

Each project will be required to provide evidence to the City of Wasco that they fulfilled 
their required kit fox habitat mitigation, prior to the issuance of grading permits or any 
other groundbreaking activity.  Phased projects can defer kit fox mitigation until prior to 
groundbreaking on future phases.  These areas must remain in fallow or in agricultural 
production and cannot be used for storage or construction of any kind.  The City of 
Wasco can require fulfillment of kit fox mitigation if such activity is observed and not 
corrected upon written request. 

To offset the loss of potential San Joaquin kit fox foraging habitat, mitigation credits 
will accomplished either thorough purchase from a USFWS approved mitigation bank 
or suitable foraging habitat preserved by the city.. Due to the lack of utility for most kit 
fox functions on these intensively used agricultural fields combined with no large 
suitable nesting habitat or kit fox sitings within 3 miles of the project area, the City will 
work with the various resource agencies to provide the appropriate level of mitigation.  
The Kern Water Bank is one such bank available for mitigation in Kern County. 
Agricultural land that can be used for mitigation includes lands used for dryland farming 
or grazing.  Row crops cannot be used for mitigation.  The City maintains 450 acres of 
property adjacent to its wastewater treatment plant that may be used for mitigation 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
habitat which will be expanded to total 850 acres at full buildout of the wastewater 
treatment plant, as described in the Wastewater Master Plan, April 2007.  The Industrial 
Project will not be able to provide natural movement corridors as the corridors must 
contain prime kit fox habitat, i.e. saltbrush scrub or annual grassland.   

To further minimize/avoid impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the following measures 
will be implemented prior to any construction within the Plan Area: 

• Pre-construction surveys shall be performed, consistent with the USFWS 
recommendations prior to or during any ground disturbance (USFWS 
1999). 

• Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct an education and 
training session for all construction personnel.  All individuals who will 
be involved in the site preparation for construction will be present. 

• Because dawn to dusk are often the times when the San Joaquin kit fox 
are most active foraging and dispersing, all construction activities shall 
cease one half hour before sunset and shall not begin prior to one half 
hour before sunrise.  Except when necessary for driver or pedestrian 
safety, lighting of the Plan Area by artificial lighting during nighttime 
hours shall be minimized the maximum extent possible. 

• Use of rodenticides and herbicides within the Plan Area shall be utilized 
in such a manner to prevent primary or secondary poisoning of listed 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
species, and the depletion of prey populations on which they depend.  All 
users of such compounds shall observe label and other restrictions 
mandated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the 
California Department of pesticide Regulation. 

 
However, the USFWS will only allow the purchase of up to 40 acres at a mitigation 
bank for kit fox mitigation if annual grasslands are impacted and/or there is a federal 
nexus involved. 
 
Additional mitigation opportunities may be available through The Center for Natural 
Lands Management (CNLM).  The CNLM manages the Semitropic Ridge Preserve 
((http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html).  

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-d: Focused plant surveys will be conducted in the annual 
grassland habitat in Assessor Parcel 072-120-18-1 prior to development of this of the 
study area.  Surveys will be conducted according to the protocol recommended by the 
California Native Plant Society and shall be timed to coincide with the optimal period 
for identification of special-status plant species with potential to occur in the Plan Area. 
California Native Plant Society and shall be timed to coincide with the optimal period 
for identification of the following special-status plant species with potential to occur in 
the Plan Area: 

• California Jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus), CNPS List 1B.2 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
• Earlimart Orache (Atriplex erecticaulis), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Heartscale (Atriplex cordulata), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Kern Mallow (Eremalche kernensis), FE, CNPS List 1B.1 
• Subtle Orache (Atriplex subtilis), CNPS List 1B.2 
 

If any state or federally listed of these species are found and impacts to them cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDFG to 
determine appropriate mitigation, and shall comply with the identified requirements as 
part of the subsequent CEQA review required for future projects within the industrial 
park. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to 
ensure no net loss of special-status plant species shall be developed, as necessary.   

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-e: Preconstruction surveys for the giant kangaroo rat, blunt-
nosed leopard lizard and coast horned lizard in annual grasslands of the Plan Area will 
be conducted prior to any constructiongroundbreaking. If these species are encountered 
during preconstruction surveys, the CDFG will immediately be contacted, and consulted 
to determine appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and mitigation mitigate for 
impacts to this species. During consultation the appropriate level of mitigation for 
impacts to habitat for these species will be developed to reduce the level of impact less 
than significant. Mitigation for the kit fox may be used to mitigate for these species. If 
these species are not observed during the preconstruction surveys than no additional 
mitigation measures will be necessary.If these species are not observed during the 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
preconstruction surveys than no additional mitigation measures will be necessary. 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-f: Preconstruction surveys for California red-legged frog in 
suitable habitat (tail ponds with emergent vegetation) will be conducted in the Plan Area 
prior to any construction, required as part of the subsequent CEQA review required for 
futures projects. If these species are encountered during preconstruction surveys, the 
CDFG will immediately be contacted, and consulted to determine appropriate measures 
to avoid, minimize and mitigation for impacts to this species. During consultation the 
appropriate level of mitigation for impacts to habitat for this species will be developed 
to reduce the level of impact less than significant. If these species are not observed 
during the preconstruction surveys than no additional mitigation measures will be 
necessary. 
 
Mitigation Measure Bio 1-g: Potential impacts to wildlife and habitats as a result of 
project lighting shall be mitigated with the following measures: 

• The lighting system will be designed and installed to meet OSHA minimum 
standards while keeping light emissions to a minimum. Lighting fixtures will 
be placed to offer maximum illumination of operating work areas in 
compliance with OSHA standards while minimizing offsite illumination.   

• Exterior lighting on structures will be shielded to direct light downward.  This 
will reduce the potential for birds to collide with structures. 

• The lighting of project facilities will be designed, installed, and maintained to 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
prevent side casting of light towards adjoining agricultural lands. 

Impact CR-1:  
Historical Resources 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 The identified buildings along Wasco Avenue/J Street, 
within the southwest quarter of Section 18 shall undergo a historic resource evaluation 
at the time the buildings would be impacted by development of that parcel in the 
Industrial Project area. This shall be conducted as part of a separate CEQA analysis for 
that future project to determine the significance of the impact and establish mitigation 
measures necessary to achieve a less than significant impact, including the development 
of a cultural resources management plan if they are determined eligible and preservation 
of these resources is feasible. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact CR-2: 
Archaeological 
Resources 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 If, during the course of construction within the Industrial 
Project area, cultural materials are unexpectedly uncovered, the Client shall contact a 
qualified archeologist to inspect the material and coordinate with the Client to suspend 
or redirect construction work until the significance of the material is determined, and the 
location is cleared for further construction work. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact CR-3: Human 
Remains 

Mitigation Measure CR-3 If human remains are discovered during the project, the 
specific protocol, guidelines and channels of communication outlined by the NAHC, 
and in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.98 
of the PRC (Chapter 1492, Statutes of 1982, Senate Bill 297), and Senate Bill 447 
(Chapter 44, Statutes of 1987) will be followed. Section 7050.5 (c) will guide the 
potential Native American involvement, in the event of discovery of human remains, at 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Farmland to non-
agricultural use. 

and south boundary of the project. The buffer shall have a uniform design along the 
entire length to achieve aesthetic appeal and recognition as the Rose City Industrial 
Park, and as a buffer to dust and pesticide drift from agricultural operations.  In order to 
effectively provide a buffer to dust and pesticide drift, hedgerows of trees will be placed 
along or within the landscape area. 

The 20-foot buffer is in addition to the required total right-of-way needed for the roads 
bordering the Rose City Industrial Park (SR 46, Root Avenue, and Kimberlina Road). 
This will result in a total buffer width of 130 feet. Road right-of-way landscaping 
adjacent to the industrial park will be designed and planted to inhibit trespassing, and to 
the extent possible, reduce dust and pesticide drift, while allowing visual access to the 
agricultural fields.  The City of Wasco shall request that Caltrans adhere to these 
conditions within their right-of-way on SR 46.  

A community service district or similar funding mechanism will be established to pay 
for the maintenance of the landscape buffer which all projects within the Rose City 
Industrial Park will be required to pay their fair-share.  Lands adjacent to the road rights 
of way will be required to dedicate lands for right of way and for the landscape buffer. 
The lands within the industrial park will be assessed via a mechanism that will pay for 
irrigation, maintenance and replacement of landscaping thus insuring maintenance of the 
buffer. In addition to the agricultural buffer, during the Precise Development Plan (PDP) 
review process, site layouts for parcels adjacent to the agricultural operations will be 
evaluated for opportunities to further reduce potential impacts to or from agricultural 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
operations such as placing outside activities at a greater distance from agricultural 
operations. 

Impact AG-4: Future 
impact on Shafter 
Wasco Irrigation 
District (SWID) water 
deliveries within the 
project area 

Mitigation Measure AG-4: All development, planning and related design activities 
must be coordinated with SWID so as not to disrupt water deliveries and/or SWID 
maintenance activities to agricultural lands remaining in production. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact AQ-4: Project 
would result in a direct 
and indirect increase of 
toxic emissions 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: The primary emission sources for ethanol plants should be 
located at least 743 meters from any sensitive receptors.  Setback distances appropriate 
to other types of emissions sources need to be determined in the permitting process for 
individual facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact AQ-6: Criteria 
Pollutant Emissions 
from industrial park 
were not included in the 
SJVAPCD air quality 
plans 

Mitigation Measure AQ-6. Apply the offsets approved by the SJVAPCD to the 
emissions from criteria pollutants. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact GS-3:  
Limitations for onsite 

Mitigation Measure GS-3: No development shall be approved in the Industrial Park 
unless the development will be served by the City sewer system. Temporary on-site 

Less than 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
sewage disposal systems sewage disposal systems may be allowed if studies provided can show no impact to 

ground water. 
Significant 

Impact HYDRO-1: 
Degradation of water 
quality 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Degradation of Water Quality 

All development, future and project specific alike, shall comply with Policies 34, 39 and 
44 of the Surface Water and Groundwater section of the Kern County General Plan, and 
Policy 1 and Policy 9 of the Conservation and Open Space element of the Wasco 
General Plan, to ensure methods to protect the water supply from degradation.   

The requirement to obtain a WDRs permit and/or an NPDES permit from the RWQCB 
will minimize potentially significant impacts to water quality that may result from the 
development of the Industrial Project area and project specific sites. 

As noted in the discussion of Impact HYDRO-1, wastewater generated by the ethanol 
plants, and potentially the overall industrial park, will eventually be discharged to the 
Wasco POTW for treatment.  Treated wastewater is discharged to land for irrigation 
and/or percolation.  To protect water quality, the Wasco POTW operates under 
discharge requirements set forth by the RWQCB and these requirements include 
meeting wastewater quality standards and periodic monitoring of the local groundwater. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact HYDRO-2: 
Depletion of 
groundwater supply 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: Depletion of Groundwater Supply 

In recognition of declining groundwater levels in the project area, mitigation will be 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
provided for net water demand (i.e., water usage minus subsequent wastewater recharge 
to groundwater) that exceeds 90-percent of the existing net water demand for the 
properties that have been developed for industrial uses.  .  Thus, each of the ethanol 
plants will provide mitigation for an estimated 127 acre-feet per year of water (i.e., 0.99 
x 710 acre-feet minus 576 acre-feet).  The actual amount of mitigation will depend on 
the actual annual amount of net water use within the industrial parkat each facility.  
Such mitigation may shall consist of fallowing additional cropland within the overall 
Industrial Park project area (in the short term until the entire Industrial Park is 
developed for industrial uses), or enhancing groundwater recharge within the industrial 
park (e.g., using stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with 
Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan.  The 
recharged water will consist of surface water purchased from Shafter-Wasco Irrigation 
District or North Kern Water Storage District.  Such mitigation may cease in the future 
if additional land within the Industrial Park is converted to industry that requires 
relatively low net water demand, such that the combined net groundwater demand for 
the ethanol plant(s) and the other industries is no more than 90-percent of the pre-
project new net water demand. 

At full buildout, Tthe overall Industrial Park will provide mitigation if the net water 
demand exceeds 4,380 acre-feet per year (i.e., 90-percent of 4,870 acre-feet per year).  
The result of this mitigation will be to have water usage in the Industrial Park equal to 
90 percent of current usage levels.Such mitigation may consist of enhancing 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
groundwater recharge (e.g., using stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months) in 
compliance with Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco 
General Plan. 

To facilitate this mitigation, water usage must be metered for all new development 
within the Industrial Park and project specific areas.  The City shall produce an annual 
report by February 28 of each year, summarizing the metered water use and wastewater 
discharge for the project area for the previous calendar year,; if the metered water use 
minus the wastewater discharge for the previous calendar year exceeds 90-percent of the 
pre-project net water demand, then mitigation shall be provided for the excess amount 
prior to February 28 of the second year following the previous calendar year; the 
mitigation method and quantity shall be reported in the next annual report. and 
summarizing expanded groundwater recharge activities, if necessary.  

New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at least 2,500 feet from 
the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall provide notice of municipal supply 
well construction to property owners outside the City Limits, but within one mile of the 
new well, at least 3 months in advance.  The notice shall provide at least 30 days within 
which the property owner can notify the City of a pre-existing well within one mile of 
the new well that may be impacted by the new well.  Upon such notification, the City 
shall assess the water production rate of the pre-existing well prior to operation of the 
new well and again after the new well has been placed into full-time operation.  If the 
water production rate of the pre-existing well is reduced, or costs are increased, by 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
operation of the new well such that the pre-existing well will no longer provide 
sufficient water for existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted, then the City shall make the owner of the pre-existing well whole. 

Impact N-3: Industrial 
Use Noise 

Mitigation Measure N-3: In order to avoid noise impacts from future uses in the 
Industrial Project area, particularly near its northwestern border near existing 
residences, the Planning Department shall require an acoustical analysis with the 
application for each Precise Development Plan within 1,000 feet of any existing 
residences.  The analysis shall demonstrate that noise levels at the nearest residences 
will not exceed 65 dBA Ldn, through site design, source noise reduction measures, the 
use of noise barriers, or a combination of measures.  The acoustical analysis shall be 
approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of any Precise Development 
Plan for an industrial use that would be generating the noise. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact N-4: 
Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure N-4: Construction Noise: Grading and construction activities 
shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, and between 
9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday, if within a 1,000 feet of residential 
development, in order to reduce construction noise impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact N-5: 
Cumulative Highway 

Mitigation Measure N-5: Cumulative Highway Traffic Noise: The City of Wasco 
shall continue its planning efforts, and its development review procedures, 
implementing the policies in the City Noise Element.  These include prohibiting and 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Traffic Noise.   discouraging the development of residential or noise sensitive uses in areas that will be 

subject to excessive noise levels. In particular, the City shall work to restrict residential 
development in areas that are known to be subject to future noise impacts.  The City 
shall also continue requiring developers of noise generating land uses to incorporate 
appropriate mitigation measures in their project design as part of the development 
approval process.  Appropriate noise studies shall be required for all development 
proposals near these roadways to determine if noise levels exceed the applicable 
standard and to identify appropriate mitigation to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level.  The only current road segment near existing residences that could 
create a noise impact to residences is SR 43 between Jackson and Poso and to a lesser 
extent from Poso to SR 46. 

As Caltrans implements highway improvements in the future, it will incorporate noise 
mitigation measures, such as walls, to protect existing residences or noise sensitive uses 
as required by FHWA regulations to reduce noise levels when a project will exceed 
existing noise levels by 12 dBA.  Careful planning by the City, with input from 
Caltrans, should minimize, or may eliminate, the need for extensive noise walls in the 
City. 

Implemented together, these measures will reduce the cumulative impact of future noise 
levels from highway traffic to below significance. 

Impact PS-1, Fire Mitigation Measure PS-1:  The project will be required to install private fire alarms 
and fire suppression systems. Installation of these private systems may lessen pressure 

Less than 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Protection Services on fire protection services by allowing for increased response times from existing 

services. 
Significant 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Impacts TR-1 through TR-15 16 shall be mitigated by all development in the Rose 
Industrial Park.  Individual Projects shall submit a Traffic Impact Study as part of their 
Precise Development Plan (PDP) application that identifies the number of trips the 
project will generate and the cumulative trips generated by the project plus all projects 
within the Rose Industrial Park with an approved PDP.  The project's fair share percent 
for traffic improvements will be calculated based on their portion of the Rose Industrial 
Park’s fair share percentage for the improvements as listed on tables IV-N-10.1 and 10.2 
in the Transportation and Traffic section of this EIR.  The cost for these improvements 
will be calculated by the City of Wasco and a fair share cost based on trip generation 
will be published.  If the cumulative trips calculated in the TIS triggers an LOS below 
level of Service D at any of the identified intersections or road segments listed in tables 
IV-N-10.1 and 10.2, the City of Wasco shall place the project on its Capital 
Improvement Plan and initiate design and identify funds available from the Rose 
Industrial Park Traffic Impact Fund and other sources for the improvement(s). 

 

Impact TR-1: J 
Street/SR 46 (Un-
signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-1: The intersection can be restored to operate at an acceptable 
level of service with the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection.  Analysis of 
peak hour traffic signal warrants revealed that the intersection is not projected to 
warrant installation of traffic signal at the intersection at this time.  The City of Wasco 
should monitor the intersection and evaluate signal warrants based on delay and safety.  

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Traffic signal should be installed when it becomes warranted.  The two ethanol plants 
shall pay their fair share towards the cost of signalizing this intersection. 

Impact TR-2: SR 
46/Famoso Road 
(Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-2: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the westbound approach to provide an additional exclusive 
left-turn lane.  Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their 
fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-3: SR 99 
Southbound Ramps/SR 
46 (Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-3: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the northbound approach to provide an additional 
exclusive left-turn lane. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park 
will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-4: Root 
Avenue/Poso Avenue 
(Unsignalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-4: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by installation of traffic signal at the intersection.  In addition, the 
eastbound and westbound approaches will need to be widened to provide an exclusive 
left-turn lane. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their 
fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-5: Root 
Avenue/Prospect 

Mitigation Measure TR-5: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by installation of traffic signal at the intersection.  Each project 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Avenue (Unsignalized) developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as 

defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Impact TR-6: J 
Street/SR 46 
(Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-6: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide an 
additional exclusive left-turn lane and exclusive right-turn lane. In addition, the 
northbound approach will need to be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-
turn lane, exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  Implementation of the 
above lane configuration will necessitate two receiving lanes on the north leg of the 
intersection.  In addition, the southbound approach will need to be widened to provide 
an additional exclusive left-turn lane, exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn 
lane with an overlap phase. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park 
will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-7: SR 43/SR 
46 (Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-7: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the northbound approach to provide an additional 
exclusive left-turn lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  In addition the southbound 
approach will also need to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The traffic 
signal will also need to be modified to provide protected left-turn phases on all 
approaches.  The intersection of J Street/SR 46 and SR 43/SR 46 will need to be 
coordinated. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Impact TR-8: SR 
43/Sixth Street 
(Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-8: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the northbound approach to provide an additional 
exclusive through lane.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would require the 
south leg of the intersection to be widened to receive two northbound through lanes. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-9: SR 
43/Poso Avenue 
(Signalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-9: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels by widening the northbound approach to provide an additional exclusive left-turn 
lane and exclusive through lane.  The southbound approach will also need to be widened 
to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane.  In addition the eastbound approach 
will also need to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The traffic signal at 
the intersection will also need to be modified to provide an overlap phase for the 
eastbound right-turns and protected left-turns on all approaches. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in 
this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-10: SR 
43/Jackson Avenue 
(Unsignalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-10: The delay on the minor street approach (eastbound and 
westbound approaches on Jackson Avenue), are projected to experience significant 
delay due to heavy volumes on SR 43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, 
installation of traffic signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal warrant.  

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
It is recommended that City of Wasco monitor this intersection to determine when to 
install a traffic signal based on delay and accident warrants.  Installation of a traffic 
signal at the intersection is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable levels. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Impact TR-11: SR 
43/Prospect Avenue 
(Unsignalized) 

Mitigation Measure TR-11: The delay on the minor street approach (eastbound and 
westbound approaches on Prospect Avenue), are projected to experience significant 
delay due to heavy volumes on SR 43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, 
installation of a traffic signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal 
warrants.  It is recommended that the City of Wasco monitor this intersection to 
determine when to install a traffic signal based on delay and accident warrants.  
Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection is projected to restore the level of 
service to acceptable levels. 

If the signal is not installed at the intersection, the City of Wasco should consider 
providing limited access (right-in and right-out only) along Prospect Avenue.  Providing 
limited access to Prospect Avenue, is projected to restore the level of service to 
acceptable levels at the intersection. Each project developed within the Rose City 
Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate 
this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-12: SR Mitigation Measure TR-12: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable Less than 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
43/Kimberlina Road 
(Signalized) 

levels of service by widening the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide two 
exclusive left-turn lanes, exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  The 
eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes will have to be designed to provide an 
overlap phase.  In addition, the northbound and southbound approaches need to be 
widened to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane. Each project developed within 
the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR 
to mitigate this impact. 

Significant 

Impact TR-13: SR 43, 
between Poso Avenue 
and SR 46 

Mitigation Measure TR-13: The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels 
of service by widening the roadway segment to provide two-lanes in both directions. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-14: SR 43, 
north of SR 46 

Mitigation Measure TR-14: The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels 
of service by widening the roadway segment to provide two-lanes in both directions. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact TR-15: SR 43, 
south of Kimberlina 
Avenue 

Mitigation Measure TR-15: The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels 
of service by widening the roadway segment to provide three-lanes in both directions. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Impact TR-16: 
Root/Jackson  

Mitigation Measure TR-16: The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service by widening the eastbound approach to add an additional exclusive 
left-turn lane at the intersection.  The intersection can also be mitigated by installation 
of traffic signal. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay 
their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact UTIL-1: Violate 
wastewater effluent 
quality standards 
through additional 
discharge to the City of 
Wasco’s sanitary sewer. 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-1: Ethanol and other industrial plants planned for the 
project site must meet Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) water quality 
standards by including pre-treating wastewater prior to discharge to the city’s sanitary 
sewer network, if necessary.  Best management practices for reducing wastewater 
volume shall be employed.With pre-treatment, the POTW has the capacity to accept 
additional wastewater flows from the project area. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact UTIL-3:  
Capacity of Wasco’s 
Wastewater system 
 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-3a: Capacity of Wasco’s Wastewater system 
The City of Wasco shall increase capacity of their wastewater system through 
dDevelopment of new wastewater treatment infrastructure shall be consistent with the 
requirements of the Sewer Master Plan developed by Harris and Associates (April 
2007), development of a package treatment facility within the Industrial Park, or 
requiring on-site treatment of wastewater consistent with mitigation measure UTIL-3b, 
or combination to meet the additional demand generated by the Industrial Park. 

Industrial Park Development Improvements to Extend Wastewater Service to Industrial Park

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
 Pipelines 

A Replace 8,000 feet of existing 15-inch w/ 24-inch sewer pipeline 
B Construct 1,600 feet of 18-inch sewer pipeline as noted in the City of Wasco Sewer Master 

Plan. 
 Structures 

C Construct 20 large diameter sewer manholes 
 

Railroad Crossings 

D Construct 2 36-inch tunnels 

Wet All industries, such including as food processors, with high waste strength 
wastewater, will be required to pre-treat their wastewater prior to discharge into the any 
City’s system.  Data on a project’s wastewater shall be submitted for each Precise 
Development Plan to be able to evaluate the potential impact to the City’s capacity and 
ability to handle the waste stream and the level of pre-treatment needed, if any, for that 
project. 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-3b: Interim Wastewater Treatment 
Until extension of the wastewater system is completed to supply service to the Rose 
City Industrial Park, all development will be required to install package treatment plants 
to process wastewater generated by their facilities.  Facilities can be shared if additional 
capacity can be demonstrated.  Septic systems will not be permitted. Treated wastewater 
will be discharged either to evaporation/percolation ponds or to land for irrigation.  
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TABLE I-1:  Summary of Potential Impacts Which Can Be Mitigated – CATEGORY 1 

Items in Category 1 represent potential environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated, as described in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 21081(a)(1). 

Significant, Adverse 
Impact Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Development of the Industrial park must be phased so that sufficient land is preserved 
for this purpose. 

Impact UTIL-4:  
Construction of new 
stormwater drainage 
facilities 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-4:  Each facility will be required to maintain all stormwater 
onsite. The total runoff for a one hundred year frequency for the ethanol site will be 
approximately 83 acre-feet of water. The facility shall be designed to detain 83 acre-fee 
of water on site. A detention basin for this site can be established by dedicating 12 acres 
of the land to a stormwater management facility with a 10-acre basin at a 15-foot depth. 
 
The remaining industrial park (1,300 acres) is estimated to require a shared stormwater 
facility of approximately 20 acres (20-foot depth) or individual sites of 1.2 acres for 30-
acre industrial sites. 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE I-3: Summary of Potential Impacts Which Cannot Be Fully Mitigated – CATEGORY 3 

Items in this category represent potential impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures cannot reduce impacts to a level 
below significance, or the mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, as described in CEQA Section 21081(a)(3). 

Significant, Adverse Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farm Land Mitigation Measure AG-1: Preserve Agricultural Land  

The City of Wasco will create Agricultural Conservation 
Easements on the 415 acres of agricultural land the city currently 
owns for the release of their treated effluent from the wastewater 
treatment plant. The City of Wasco will also encourage and assist 
all Williamson Act Contract holders within the Industrial Park that 
submit a contract cancellation application to enter into a 1240 
exchange program so the cancellation fees can be used to purchase 
additional agricultural conservation easements in the Wasco area. 

 
Williamson Act Contracts being cancelled within the project can 
pay their 12.5 percent penalty fee directly to the City of Wasco for 
the sole use of creating additional agricultural conservation 
easements in conformance with the state’s 1240 exchange 
program.  These lands will be protected in perpetuity for continued 
agricultural production. Estimating that two-thirds of the 
remaining Williamson Act land is cancelled to allow development, 
$3.2 to $6.4 million would become available for purchasing 
agricultural easements with assessed price of the land ranging 
from $40,000 to $80,000 an acre.  This would allow for the buying 

Significant 
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TABLE I-3: Summary of Potential Impacts Which Cannot Be Fully Mitigated – CATEGORY 3 

Items in this category represent potential impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures cannot reduce impacts to a level 
below significance, or the mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, as described in CEQA Section 21081(a)(3). 

Significant, Adverse Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

of conservation easements on 800 to 2,600 acres of land based on 
a selling price of $3,000 to $5,000 an acre for the conservation 
easements 
The City of Wasco will identify agricultural lands for preservation 
as part of the Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade to 
accommodate the planned growth for the City of Wasco.  These 
agricultural lands will be used by the wastewater treatment plant 
for percolation of the treated water. These lands will be acquired 
as needed to accommodate the wastewater treatment plant 
upgrades. 

Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing 
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act 
contract 

Mitigation Measure AG-2: Filing a Notice of Non-Renewal on 
all lands within project area 

Property owners within the Rose City Industrial Park will be 
encouraged to file a Notice of Non-Renewal on their agricultural 
land conservation contract. 

  

 

 

Significant if 
the Williamson 
Act contracts 
are cancelled 
prior to being 
termed out 
through the 
Notice of Non-
Renewal (Can 
be mitigated to 
a less than 
significant 
impact through 
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TABLE I-3: Summary of Potential Impacts Which Cannot Be Fully Mitigated – CATEGORY 3 

Items in this category represent potential impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures cannot reduce impacts to a level 
below significance, or the mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, as described in CEQA Section 21081(a)(3). 

Significant, Adverse Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Mitigation 
AG-1) 

Impact AQ-1: Increase in Ozone Precursor 
and PM10-Related Emissions from 
Construction 

Mitigation Measures:  The control measures identified in 
SJVAPCD Rule 8021 and the controls discussed below under 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a will reduce fugitive dust. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1-b will reduce the construction equipment exhaust 
emissions. The following mitigation measures are to achieve 
construction exhaust emission reductions of 20 percent for NOx 
and 45 percent for PM10 as identified by SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a. Implement the following control 
measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions.  
a) All disturbed areas not being actively utilized for 

construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of to 
minimize dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable 
cover or vegetative ground cover. 

b) All unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of 
against dust emissions using water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant. 

Potentially 
Significant 
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TABLE I-3: Summary of Potential Impacts Which Cannot Be Fully Mitigated – CATEGORY 3 

Items in this category represent potential impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures cannot reduce impacts to a level 
below significance, or the mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, as described in CEQA Section 21081(a)(3). 

Significant, Adverse Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land 
leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition activities shall 
be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 
application of water or by presoaking. 

• If materials are transported offsite, all material shall be 
covered or effectively wetted to limit visible dust 
emissions. At least six inches of freeboard space from the 
top of the container shall be maintained. 

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the 
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public streets, at 
a minimum, at the end of each workday. 

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of 
materials from, the surface of outdoor storage piles, said 
piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust 
emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 
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TABLE I-3: Summary of Potential Impacts Which Cannot Be Fully Mitigated – CATEGORY 3 

Items in this category represent potential impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures cannot reduce impacts to a level 
below significance, or the mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, as described in CEQA Section 21081(a)(3). 

Significant, Adverse Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling 
activities to reduce short-term impacts) 

• Use on-road engines for off-road trucks 

• Minimize obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways 

• During all grading and construction activities, at least 10 
percent of the diesel engine-driven construction equipment 
on site shall be equipped with one of the following clean 
engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low NOX exhaust 
catalytic equipment or with engines certified by the 
SJVAPCD to provide equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 
2 engines as certified by CARB. All remaining diesel 
engine-driven construction equipment not equipped with 
such engines shall have diesel particulate filters and lean-
NOX catalysts (or equivalent control devices) 

Impact AQ-2: The Project Would Result in 
Criteria an Increase in Ozone Precursor and 
PM10-related Emissions from Operation 

The following mitigation measures are to achieve operation 
exhaust emissions of 33 percent for NOx and 50 percent for PM10 
as identified by SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Potentially 
Significant 
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TABLE I-4:  Summary of Potential Effects Which Have Been Found Not To Be Significant – CATEGORY 4 

Items in Category 4 represent potential environmental effects that were found not to be significant.  Therefore, in accordance with Section 15128 
of the CEQA Guidelines, no mitigation measures are required.  

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance  

Impact AG-3: Conversion of adjacent 
farmlands to non-agricultural use. 

 Less than Significant 

Impact AG-5: Cumulative Conversion of 
Agricultural Land in Kern County 

 Less than Significant 

Impact AQ-3: The Project would result in an 
increase in local ambient concentrations of 
CO at nearby intersections 

 Less than Significant 

Impact AQ-4: Project would result in a direct 
and indirect increase of toxic emissions  

 Less than Significant 

Impact AQ-5: The Project would expose 
nearby sensitive receptors to odor 

 Less than Significant 

Impact AQ-6: Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
from industrial park were not included in the 
SJVAPCD air quality plans 

 Less than Significant 

Impact AQ-7: Conflict or Obstruct 
Implementation of the SJVAPCD Air Quality 
Plan 
 

 Less than Significant 



 CHAPTER I 
 Summary 

           I-44  

TABLE I-4:  Summary of Potential Effects Which Have Been Found Not To Be Significant – CATEGORY 4 

Items in Category 4 represent potential environmental effects that were found not to be significant.  Therefore, in accordance with Section 15128 
of the CEQA Guidelines, no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance  

Impact PH-1: Population Growth  Less than Significant 

Impact UTIL-2: Capacity of the City of 
Wasco’s water supply utility 

 Less than Significant 



  CHAPTER II 
  Project Description 

 II-3  

will continue to decline as agricultural production becomes more automated and agricultural 
operations become more consolidated.   
 
Local Setting – City of Wasco: 
The City of Wasco incorporated in 1945.  The City lies approximately 26 miles north of 
Bakersfield in the southwestern portion of the San Joaquin Valley at the intersection of State 
Routes 43 and 46 (SR-43 and SR-46) in northwest Kern County (see Figure II-A Vicinity Map).  
The City lies between the Interstate 5, approximately 18 miles to the east, and State Route 99 
(SR-99), approximately 7 miles to the west, – major regional north-south roadways through the 
Valley.  The Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad traverses the City on a north/south 
axis, parallel to the SR-43.  The City’s incorporated limits consist of approximately 9.29 square 
miles or 5,947 acres.  The City’s estimated 2006 population is 24,288 (including the Wasco Sate 
Prison population which averaged 6,117 in 2004, the latest data available), a 1.9 percent increase 
from 2005.  The City has a mix of older and newer homes, commercial industrial, parkland and 
other public uses, and it is surrounded by agriculture with the Wasco state Prison to the west.  
Row crops, tree crops and vineyards are the most common local crops.  
 
Rose City Industrial Park – Project Description:   
The City of Wasco is facilitating the master planning of an industrial park east of the City’s 
existing city limits and south of Highway 46.  The industrial park area at build out will be 
approximately 1,640 more or less acres.   
 
The industrial park has 1,640 acres more or less with aApproximately 1,108 acres of the 
proposed industrial park are within the City of Wasco’s Sphere of Influence and approximately 
530 acres are outside of the City of Wasco’s Sphere of Influence. , The entire industrial park area 
is proposed for annexation to the City (Figure II-E – Industrial Park Project Boundary).  The 
previous Sphere of Influence Update in 2005 split APN’s 072-120-03, -04, -06, and -17 with 
portions being in the SOI and portions outside of the City’s SOI (Figure II-F Existing and 
Proposed Sphere of Influence).    Lands within Wasco City Limits (247 acres) are westerly of the 
proposed industrial park and currently designated as Heavy Industry in the General Plan and 
zoned HI, Heavy Industry.   The lands currently within the city limits will be analyzed as needed 
to insure any new environmental impacts are identified not previously addressed in the LAFCo 
Municipal Services Plan dated 2005 and the Initial Study and Addendum dated September 2004 
prepared by LSA consultants.   
   
The City of Wasco has received two inquiries and one application for future development within 
the industrial park; see Figure II-G Preliminary Rail Spur Layout and Project Specific Sites.  The 
one application and one inquiry for specific land uses being considered by the City of Wasco are:   
 

1.  An application from Rose City Renewables, LLC was received on March 27, 2007, 
seeking approvals for the establishment of a plant operation with a maximum production 
capacity of 63 million gallons of denatured ethanol per year.  The plant will operate 24 
hours per day, seven (7) days per week and will employ approximately 36 full-time 
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employees with the possibility of an additional 10 employees should a CO2 vendor co-
locate at the site.  The City of Wasco will be processing a Precise Development Plan for 
the application to establish and operate an Ethanol Plant on Assessor Parcel Numbers 
072-110-05 (92.66 Acres) and 072-110-06 (65.61) with a total project area of 
approximately 160 acres. The Rose City Renewables, LLC application for this ethanol 
plant is on file with the City of Wasco. Also refer to Figure II-I Ethanol Plant Operational 
Description. This EIR addresses project specific impacts from this proposed project. 

 
2. An inquiry has been received by the City of Wasco to establish an additional ethanol 

plant operation that will seek approval for the establishment of a plant operation with a 
maximum production capacity of 63 million gallons of denatured ethanol per year.  The 
plant will operate 24 hours per day, seven (7) days per week and will employ 
approximately 36 full-time employees with the possibility of an additional 10 employees 
should a CO2 vendor co-locate at the site.  The City of Wasco will be analyzing the 
proposed operation and the city will process a Precise Development Plan for the 
establishment and operation an Ethanol Plant at the southeast corner of Wasco Road and 
Jackson Street.  The total project area is approximately 160 acres (see Figure II-I Ethanol 
Plant Operational Description).  This EIR addresses project specific impacts from this 
proposed project to the extent feasible based on the above description without a Precise 
Development Plan application on file with the City. 

 
3. Other industrial users, warehousing and distribution operations, have expressed interest in 

locating within the industrial park upon annexation to the City of Wasco.  In general the 
balance of the Wasco Industrial Park will accommodate industrial uses as identified by 
the City of Wasco’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  As is required by the Zoning 
Ordinance, all industrial uses permitted by right or by conditional use permit require a 
Precise Development Plan Overlay and approval.  The authority to approve a Precise 
Development Plan is authorized by the Municipal Code either by the Community 
Development Director, uses permitted by right, or by the Planning Commission uses 
permitted by Conditional Use Permit.   A 166-acre site, APN 072-110-20 (II-C Assessor 
Map 072-110) has been surveyed for hazardous wastes, biology, and cultural resources at 
a project level of analysis. 

 
Of the approximate 1,640 acres more or less project area, the City has two specific project 
sponsors potentially committing to 320 acres to industrial development.  The balance of the 
industrial park users will be uses identified in the Heavy Industrial Zone District as may be 
established by the City of Wasco.  The industrial park’s remaining 1,300 approximate acres are 
anticipated to be divided into 30-acre sites on average with an anticipated job generation of 
approximately 2 jobs per acre or 2,600 full time jobs.  The industrial park at full development 
and operation is anticipated to create a minimum of 2,600 full time jobs benefiting the city and 
region.   
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The mix of industrial operations and employee factor per industry provides an estimated 
employment generation factor of 0.5 employees per acre to 5 employees per acre.  Assuming a 
range of 2.8 employees per acre with an anticipated utilization of 1,200 acres, minus roads and 
rail lines, some 3,360 full time jobs may be created.    
 
The new industrial park area includes Assessor Parcel Numbers, (Figures II-B – Assessor Map 
072-060, II-C Assessor Map 072-110, and II-D – Assessor Map 072-120) as shown in the table 
below: 

ROSE INDUSTRIAL PARK ACREAGE 
ASSESSOR PARCEL 

NUMBER 
ACREAGE PROJECT 

ASSESSOR PAGE 072-060 
TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH RANGE 25 EAST 

SECTON 7 
072-060-04  277.38   
072-060-05  39.77   

ASSESSOR PAGE 072-110 
TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH RANGE 25 EAST 

SECTON 18 
072-110-03  160   
072-110-05  92.66  
072-110-06  65.61   

Ethanol Plant No. 1 

072-110-13  1.0  
072-110-18  1.27   
072-110-20  166.17   
072-110-24  19.10   
072-110-27  155.27   
072-110-26  0.05   

ASSESSOR PAGE 072-120 
TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH RANGE 25 EAST 

SECTON 198 
072-120-01  5.43   
072-120-03  316.36   
072-120-04 163.38  
072-120-05  1.86   
072-120-06  89.16  Ethanol Plant No. 2 
072-120-17  72.49  Ethanol Plant No. 2 
072-120-18  11.43  Ethanol Plant No. 2 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
ASSESSOR PARCELS 

18 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
ACRES 

1638.54 MORE OR LESS 

480 acres more or 
less 

  Note:  The project area will also include county right-of-way within the project area. 
 
D.  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION – PROJECT ACCESS 
 
The industrial park is designed to be served by new rail spurs off of the BNSF rail lines 
immediately west of the industrial park.  The industrial park is designed to accommodate truck 
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service with access via local street systems as well as Highway 46 and Highway 43.   Rail access 
to the Industrial Park will be through a new spur line off the Burlington Northern Santa Fe main 
line.  Wasco Road, a north-south road that presently runs parallel to the main rail line will be 
abandoned to allow construction of the spur lines in its place.  This new main spur line will be 
designed to accept rail traffic originating from the north and south of Wasco.  Two or three 
minor spurs would be constructed off the main spur. These minor spurs would provide rail 
service into the interior of the industrial park.  A centralized transfer loading area would be 
constructed so that uses that generate lesser volumes of rail cars would still have rail access (see 
Figure II-G Preliminary Rail Spur Layout and Project Specific Sites).   

The Industrial Park will have surface access by way of Root Avenue, which will be constructed 
as an Arterial from State Route 46 to Kimberlina Avenue.  The right-of-way required for the 
construction of Root Avenue is completely within the boundaries of the Rose City Industrial 
Park.  The intersections of Root Avenue at State Route 46 and Root Avenue at Kimberlina would 
be controlled by new traffic signals.  The Industrial Park would also have access via J Street, 
Sixth Street and Poso Avenue.  Poso Avenue and Jackson Avenue would be the primary east-
west streets within the Industrial Park (see Figure II-H Preliminary Circulation Layout).   

The circulation system for the Industrial Park will be designed to include convenient and 
attractive facilities for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit, such as bike lanes and bus turnouts, to 
promote alternative forms of transportation and mobility. 

E.  UTILITY SERVICES – WATER, WASTEWATER, STORMDRAINAGE: 
 
The City supplies all of its water from city owned and operated groundwater wells.  Groundwater 
is drawn from the Poso Creek aquifer.  The aquifer is part of the Kern County Sub basin.  
Wastewater (effluent) treatment involves cleaning used water and sewage so it can be returned 
safely to the environment or reused in place of other water sources.  The City of Wasco owns, 
maintains, and operates the City’s sanitary sewer system, which includes the collection system 
and the wastewater treatment plant. Storm Drainage System infrastructure is provided through a 
combination of surface drainage within streets directing storm flows into subsurface storm drain 
lines at key points throughout the City. The drainage system flows east to west along 7th Street to 
holding ponds adjacent to the wastewater treatment facility.  The city of Wasco will cause new 
infrastructure to be extended by the addition of new storm drain lines and holding ponds to 
accommodate growth on the outer fringes.   
 
The project area will be master planned for utility services in compliance with City of Wasco’s 
Water Master Plan dated April 2007 and Wastewater Master Plan dated April 2007 that were 
adopted on May 1, 2007 by the City of Wasco City Council.  Both the Water Master Plan and the 
Wastewater Master Plan project a 20-year build out and ultimate build out of the community.  In 
general sewer service will be provided by extending service mains into the park and new waste 
systems and new water wells will be established within the park.  The new utility infrastructure 
will be tied into the City’s infrastructure system.  Above ground water storage tanks are 
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proposed, if necessary, to provide for emergency fire flow.  The City of Wasco in June 2005 
prepared the City of Wasco Municipal Service Review for amendment of its sphere of influence 
and annexation of certain lands.  The Municipal Services Review identified the City of Wasco’s 
and special districts planned services for the growth of the community and its ability to provide 
service.   

F.  ENTITLEMENTS  
 
There are a number of entitlements required for the annexation and ultimate development of the 
industrial park. All Precise Development Plan applications for future developments within the 
Industrial Park will require additional project specific CEQA analysis to address project level 
impacts from the proposed project not covered by this Programmatic EIR and conformity with 
required mitigation measures of this Programmatic EIR. 
 

• Kern County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo).  LAFCo for approval 
of the City of Wasco’s request for Sphere of Influence Amendment for approximately 
530 acres and updating the City’s Municipal Services Review for the additional territory 
and the annexation of about 1,640 more or less acres to the City of Wasco.   

 
• City of Wasco.  The City of Wasco will need to approve the following entitlements: 
1. General Plan Land Use Diagram Amendment by adding 530 acres to the City of Wasco 

Sphere of Influence. 
2. General Plan Land Use Diagram Amendment by amending the Land Use Designation 

to Industrial for the project area of approximately 1,638 acres.  
3. General Plan Circulation Element Amendment by updating circulation diagrams and 

text to reflect the proposed circulation plan for the industrial park that includes the non-
summary abandonment of a portion of Wasco Road, designation of Root Ave. as an 
Arterial from Highway 46 to Kimberlina Road, and other amendments reflecting 
findings of the Circulation Analysis for the proposed Industrial Park.   

4. PreZone of about 1,640 acres more or less from Kern County’s Zoning Designation of 
Agricultural to City of Wasco Precise Development Plan (PD) - Industrial Zone 
District. 

5. Approval of Precise Development Plan in accordance with Chapter 17.54 Zoning 
Ordinance for the Rose City Renewables, LLC application with a maximum production 
capacity of 63 million gallons of denatured ethanol per year. 

6. Future approvals of Precise Development Plans in accordance with Chapter 17.54 
Zoning Ordinance for a industrial uses permitted by right or by use permit including a 
scrap metal recycling operation, the second ethanol plant with a production capability 
of 63 million gallons of denatured ethanol per year, manufacturing operations, and 
warehouse distribution operations.  

7.  Notification by the City to property owners on those lands under Williamson Act 
Contracts that the City’s growth plans intend to cause the conversion of agricultural 
lands to industrial (urban) uses upon annexation of the industrial park area to the City 
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of Wasco.  Approximately 1,130 acres of the project area are under Williamson Act 
Contract.  Prior to approving development on parcels that are under a Williamson Act 
Contract, the contract will need to be terminated either through non-renewal or 
cancellation. 

• Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway Company.  The city will be 
required to obtain lease agreements with NBSF BNSF for the extension of utility lines 
easterly to the industrial park and expansion of the rail service into the industrial park.  

  
• San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.   The San Joaquin Valley 

Unified Air Pollution Control District, as a Responsible Agency, is required to issue an 
Authority to Construct (ATC) and other permits for the proposed industrial equipment 
and may need additional clearances from the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB).    

 
• State of California, Department of Transportation - Cal Trans.  Prior to any street 

connections and improvements on and adjacent to State transportation systems an 
encroachment permit from Cal Trans shall be required.   

 
• State of California, Public Utilities Commission(PUC)9i. Approval from the PUC for 

the proposed additional rail spurs to serve the industrial park from the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe main rail lines and road crossings over rail lines will be required.    

 
• Utility Companies.  The City in cooperation with the various utility companies will 

cause the planning and construction of utilities, both over-head and underground, to serve 
the industrial park.   

 
G.  EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project site is currently vacant of urbanized uses with the exception of homes associated 
with agricultural activities, cell sites, and other uses associated with agricultural activities.  The 
area is approximately 1 mile wide by 3 miles long.  State Route 46 (SR46) is the northern 
boundary of the project.  Root Avenue is currently an unimproved dirt road and serves as the 
easterly boundary of the project.  Kimberlina Road serves as the southerly boundary of the 
project and J Street/Wasco Ave. serve as the westerly boundary of the project.  The BNSF 
Railway is immediately west of Wasco Ave.  The project proposes to abandon a portion of 
Wasco Ave. and plans to extend rail service from the main line to the industrial park.  
Williamson Act contracted lands are intended to be taken out of Williamson Act Contract either 
by cancellation or through the non-renewal process.  Agricultural operations will be permitted 
until a specific industrial use is established.   The uses surrounding the project site include 
industrial uses to the west (within current City Limits) and agricultural operations to the east, 
north, and south.  The project site is currently designated by Kern County as Agricultural in their 
General Plan and zoned General Agricultural by the Kern County Zoning Ordinance. 
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H.  POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The EIR is being prepared to assess and disclose to decision makers and the public potential 
environmental impacts that may arise in connection with future implementation of the proposed 
project.  Based on the environmental characteristics of the project area and a review of existing 
data, relevant programs, and previous environmental documentation for the project area, 
implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to have the potential to create 
environmental impacts in the following areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, agricultural resources, mineral resources, geology and soils, hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, public services, 
transportation and circulation, and utility and service systems.   

Due to the location and the character of the project area and project features, it is anticipated that 
the following issue areas will not result in any potentially significant environmental impacts: 
population and housing, and recreation.  The reasons for this conclusion are provided in the 
Therefore, these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 

I.  PURPOSE OF THIS EIR 
 
The City of Wasco has prepared this Draft EIR to disclose the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed industrial park project at a programmatic level and two ethanol plants at a project 
level.  This Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA of 1970 (as amended through 
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code 
of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.).  An EIR is a full disclosure, public information document 
in which the significant environment impacts of a project are evaluated, potentially feasible 
measures to mitigate significant impacts are identified, and alternatives to the project that can 
reduce or avoid significant environmental effects are considered.  An EIR is used in the planning 
and decision-making process by the lead agency and responsible and trustee agencies.   

The purpose of an EIR is not to recommend either approval or denial of a project.  CEQA 
requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable 
environmental effects in deciding whether to carry out a project.  The lead agency will consider 
the Draft EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses to those comments before 
making a decision.  If environmental impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable, the 
lead agency may still approve the project if it determines that the social, economic, or other 
benefits outweigh the unavoidable impacts.  The lead agency would then be required to prepare a 
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” that discusses the specific reasons for approving the 
project, based on information in the EIR and other information in the record.   

J.  INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

The EIR is intended for use by the City and other permitting agencies to fulfill the requirements 
of CEQA.  The City will use the EIR to consider approval of the project(s), private and public.  
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Additionally, the EIR will be used as an informational document for other agencies that do not 
have a specific permitting role for the project, but that may have an interest in the project.   

This Draft EIR evaluates the Rose City Industrial Park as a whole at the programmatic level.  It 
is intended that future projects, permitted by the General Plan and permitted in the PD-I Zone 
District that meet the design parameters of the park, such as water usage, wastewater discharge, 
and traffic circulation among other criteria, would be able to tier their environmental clearance 
off this EIR. 

This Draft EIR also includes is a project level analyses EIR for the two specific ethanol sites 
within the industrial park, and project level surveys for hazardous wastes, biology and cultural 
resources at an additional site, as discussed in Section C, Overview of the Wasco Industrial Park 
Project (Rose City Industrial Park) above.    

K.  AGENCY ROLES AND AUTHORITIES 

The lead agency is the public agency with primary authority for approval of the project.  
Additional agencies (listed below) with potential permit or approval authority over the project, or 
elements thereof, will have the opportunity to review the EIR during the public review period, 
and will use this document in consideration of issuance of any permits required for the project.  

Public agencies with known or potential permits, other approvals, or jurisdiction by law over 
resources on the project site include, but may not be limited to: 

Lead Agency 
1. City of Wasco 

State Responsible Agencies 
1. State of California Department of Transportation 
2. State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System Permit) 
3. State of California Public Utilities Commission (rail operations, crossings, spurs, permit 

to construct) The CPUC has responsibility over direct authorization of any new roadways 
constructed across railroad tracks or tracks built over public roadways. Also, 
modification of existing crossings must be authorized through Commission General 
Order 88-B. 

Local Responsible Agencies 
1. Kern County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)  (Sphere of Influence 

Amendment and Annexation Approval) 
2. San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (authority to construct and 

permit to operate) 
Federal Agencies 

1. Federal agencies are not considered responsible agencies under CEQA, but they may use 
the environmental information in this EIR as part of their decision-making process 

2. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Section 404 of Clean Water Act Permit) 
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Interested Agencies or Companies:  
1. Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway Company. The city will be required 

to obtain lease agreements with NBSF BNSF for the extension of utility lines easterly to 
the industrial park.  

2. Public Utilities:  Public Utility companies, including Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 
Southern California Gas Company, Cable Company, and the City of Wasco Public Works 
Department will be under grounding and relocating utilities to serve the industrial park.  
Additionally, installation of street lights and other facilities will be need to be installed 
and needed for safety and operation. 

  
L.  NEED FOR SUBSEQUENT CEQA COMPLIANCE ACTIVITY 

The annexation, general plan amendments, and pre-zoning will be addressed programmatically 
by this EIR with project-specific analyses for two proposed ethanol plants.   
 
Program EIR for Industrial Park:  In accordance with the Program EIR approach, subsequent 
implementing activities in the Industrial Park must be examined in light of the Program EIR to 
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.  The following 
should guide the City per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168 (c) in determining the need for 
additional CEQA documentation and implementing appropriate mitigation measures prior to the 
time that specific project or activity are undertaken.    

• If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, a new 
Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative 
Declaration. 

• If the City finds that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162 and CEQA Statutes, 
Section 21166, no new effects could occur, or no new mitigation measures would be 
required in addition to those provided in the Program EIR, the City can approve the 
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR, and no new 
environmental document would be required. 

• The City shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the 
Program EIR into subsequent actions in the program.  

• Where the subsequent activities are site-specific operations, the City should use a written 
checklist or similar device to document evaluation of the site and the activity to 
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the 
Program EIR.  

 
When a law other than CEQA requires public notice when the City later proposes to carry out or 
approve an activity within the program and to rely solely on the Program EIR for CEQA 
compliance, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(e), the notice of the activity shall 
include a statement that: 
 

• The activity is within the scope of the program approved earlier, and  
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• The Program EIR adequately describes the activity for the purposes of CEQA.  
 

CEQA Guidelines - Project EIR Section 15161:  The Project EIR examines the environmental 
impacts of the 1,640 acres more or less industrial park and two specific projects within the 
industrial park, consisting of two (2) ethanol plants that could produce a maximum of 63 million 
gallons of denatured ethanol per year per plant. The EIR focuses primarily on the changes in the 
environment that would result from project development.  The Project EIR examines all phases 
of those projects including planning, construction, and operation.     
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Section V of this document provides an analysis of cumulative effects of the proposed project 
relative to each environmental topic. Requirements for cumulative effects are provided in 
Section 15139 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Guidelines state that “An EIR shall discuss 
cumulative impacts of a proposed project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable, as defined in section 15065(c).  Cumulative impacts refer to two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts (Section 15355 of CEQA Guidelines).  
 
The following elements are necessary for an adequate discussion: a list of past, present, and 
future projects that produce related impacts, a definition of the geographic scope, a summary of 
the expected environmental effects, and a reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the 
relevant projects. 
 
Relevant past, present, and future project considered in the cumulative impacts areas follows: 
 
Relevant local projects in the vicinity of the City of Wasco: 
 

1. 5 acre project located at the northwest corner of Hwy 46 and N. Griffith Avenue. This 
project will feature a 14,280 sq. ft. pharmacy, 13,969 sq ft grocery store, 1,700 sq. ft 
coffee shop with drive through and an additional 9,120 sq. ft. of retail space. This project 
proposes three (3) drive approaches to Hwy 46. A traffic study was prepared for this 
project. 

 
2. KFC A and W. This is a demolition and replacement project. The original KFC restaurant 

was destroyed and a new 2,651 sq. ft. KFC/A and W will be constructed on the site. This 
project is proposing two (2) drive-in approaches on Hwy 46 which were allowed by 
Caltrans as a part of the Planning Commission Resolution. 

 
3. A 38,000 sq. ft 59 room Best Western Hotel. This project is located northwest of the 

intersection of Hwy 46 and N. Poplar Avenue. N. Poplar Avenue is not constructed yet 
but will be as a part of the hotel development. This project has been approved by the 
Planning Commission. This project will be included in a traffic study that is being 
prepared to cover all the proposed commercial projects north of Hwy 46 between N. 
Poplar and Palm Avenues. Additionally the access to this hotel will be off of N. Poplar 
Avenue.  

 
4. A 2,793 sq. ft. Jack in the Box restaurant with drive thru is proposed for the project site. 

This project is included in the traffic study that was mentioned under the Best Western 
project. This project is requesting a temporary drive way off of Hwy 46 with the 
condition that this drive approach be removed upon development of the property to the 
east. This project is under review and has not been approved. 
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5. A 54 room Red Roof Inn project. This project has been approved by the City of Wasco 
Planning Commission. Development of this project has not yet occurred however it is 
being included in the traffic study that was mentioned under the Best Western project. 

 
6. A strip retail project that will be constructed on two (2) parcels. This project is located on 

the south side of Hwy 46 approximately seventy (70) feet west of the intersection of 
Maple Ave and Hwy 46 (1911 Hwy 46). This project will consist of approximately 6,300 
sq ft of retail divided between 10 suites. This project is proposing to utilize an existing 
drive approach on Hwy 46. A traffic study will be required as a part of this project. This 
parcel is currently under review and has not been approved. 

 
7. A 91-acre commercial project that is bordered on the east by Palm Avenue and the west 

by Magnolia Avenue. The proposed square footage of the project is broken down as 
follows: 

Large retail  290,000 sq. ft. 
Shopping Center  247,000 sq. ft. 
Movie Theater  76,000 sq. ft 
Restaurants  54,000 sq. ft. 
Housing  144 units 
Hotel/Suites  70 hotel rooms, 34 residence suites 
Retail Store  70,000 sq. ft 

 
Relevant regional projects within the San Joaquin Valley: 
 

Location Project Title Project Description 
City of 
Tulare  

South I Street 
Industrial Park 
Specific Plan  

The project is located adjacent to and south of the City of Tulare, 
in western Tulare County, south of Bardsley Avenue, between 
Pratt Street and South I Street, and north and approximately 1/2 
mile south of Paige Avenue. The project includes the annexation 
of approximately 458 acres from the County into the Tulare City 
limits. The proposed area will be divided into 123 acres of Light 
Industrial (M-1), 259 acres of Heavy Industrial (M-2) and 76 acres 
of Urban and Suburban Residential. Both Heavy and Light 
Industrial Districts provide locations for industrial activities; 
protect industrial areas from the intrusion of incompatible types of 
land uses; adhere to performance standards provided for the 
protection of City of Tulare residents and the environment, and 
provide industrial employment opportunities for residents of the 
City of Tulare. The proposed project will also include the 
extension of South H Street as an arterial, connecting south to 
Paige Avenue, approximately 1 mile. The potential for rail spur 
connections is desired for all parcels, both north and south of 
Paige.  

City of 
Livingston 

City of 
Livingston 
Industrial 

The City of Livingston is currently planning an upgrade to the 
City-owned Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWWTP) in 
order to accommodate new water quality requirements being 
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Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 
Upgrade Project 

implemented by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) for waters discharged by the IWWTP. Physical 
improvements to the site include the introduction of a Biological 
Nutrient Removal process which requires installation of new 
oxidation ditches, pipeline, clarifiers, flow splitter boxes, effluent 
pump station, sludge holding tanks, and centrifuge facilities.  

City of 
Turlock  

Westside 
Industrial 
Specific Plan 
(WISP)  

The City of Livingston is proposing a new job center, including 
expansion of existing industrial uses, includes development of an 
Agri-Science Industry.  

City of 
Livingston 

Valdez - 
Cisneros Two 
Industrial 
Buildings  

This project consists of two industrial buildings, each 
approximately 21,641 square feet in size, on two infill lots on 
Industrial Drive. The project includes four lease spaces per 
building with on-site parking and two points of access onto the 
sites. Extensive landscaping is required, including one tree for 
every four parking spaces. There are no known threatened or 
endangered plants or animals in this area.  
 

Kern County Tejon Industrial 
Complex East 
Specific Plan 

A 1,109 acre Specific Plan for General Industrial development is 
planned for Bakersfield. 

Kern County Western Milling 
Famoso Ethanol 
Plant 
 

The proposed project consists of the development of 
approximately 5.52-acres into an ethanol plant south of Famoso, 
in an unincorporated portion of Kern County. The project will 
allow for the production of 75 million gallons of ethanol per year.  
The project has been proposed for over a year and Kern County 
filed a notice of preparation of an EIR on August 7, 2007. 
 

Kings 
County 

Hanford 
Ethanol Plant 

A Draft EIR has been prepared. Great Valley Ethanol, LLC, 
proposes to develop an Ethanol Production Plant on a 111.75-acre 
site in the Kings Industrial Park in the City of Hanford, California. 
The proposed project site consists of three parcels (APN 018-242-
007, 018-242-013, and 018-242-020) located near the 
southwestern corner of Iona Avenue and 10th Avenue.  The 
proposed facility would produce 63 million gallons per year of 
denatured ethanol that will be used as a gasoline blending 
component.   

 
The geographic scope is defined for each environmental topic. Generally the geographic scope is 
defined as either a local or regional area.Section IV describes the “Existing Physical Conditions 
in the study area” relevant to each environmental topic analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Report.  
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producing metals in addition to creating new sources of light from street, parking lot, 
and building lighting.  Some uses may require extensive outdoor storage area for 
material, product and equipment. 
 
Considering that both Route 46 and Kimberlina Road serve as gateways for the City 
and the Industrial Park, these areas are considered to be more sensitive to aesthetic 
impacts as the visual characteristics of these routes will help to establish the overall 
aesthetic appeal of the City of Wasco. 
 
Development of the Rose City Industrial Park, including the two proposed ethanol 
plants, will have a potentially significant impact on the existing rural agrarian visual 
character of the project area. 
 
Mitigation Measure AES-1: Alteration of existing rural agrarian visual 
character 

The City requires as part of the Precise Development Plan process the submittal of 
landscaping and irrigation plans.  These plans are required to be prepared by a 
licensed Landscape Architect.  The City’s standards call for the use of drought 
tolerant plant species.  The intent of the landscaping is to moderate views of the open 
areas of the plant site rather than shielding views of the structures.   
 
In order to diminish aesthetic impacts of the ethanol plants, landscape buffering along 
on the perimeter of the project area  along Hwy 46, Root Ave., and Kimberlina Ave. 
shall include berming and the use of landscaping. All developments within the project 
area will be subject to a Community Facilities District or Landscape and Lighting 
District for the long term maintenance of the landscape areas.  The operators of these 
project specific sites will be required to maintain the landscaping in a healthful 
growing state and to maintain the irrigation systems in a good state of repair.  A 20-
foot landscape buffer shall also be dedicated to the City of Wasco along the north, 
east, and south boundary of the project as detailed in Mitigation Measure AG-3: 
Agricultural Buffer. 
 
Landscaping shall emphasize drought tolerant, native plant species.  No plant species 
listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the 
State of California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. 
No plant species listed as ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. 
Federal Government shall be utilized within the property. 
 
In addition to ameliorating the visual effects of the project specific sites, landscape 
and irrigation plans will be required for each use within the Industrial Park.  These 
plans are required by the Precise Development Plan process. 
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Level of Significance: Less than significant with Mitigation 
 
Impact AES-2: New sources of substantial light and glare 
 
Project Specific Impacts – Development of the ethanol plants will create new sources 
of substantial light and glare through the introduction of heavy industrial structures 
including rail lines, storage tanks, milling and refinery equipment and exhaust vents, 
with the tallest structures, corn silos, being up to ninety-five feet in height.  The plants 
would be operated 24 hours per day requiring the sites to be lighted at night.   

Industrial Park Impacts - Industrial development will introduce construction 
materials composed of metals that may create glare in addition to creating new 
sources of light from lighted towers as well as from street, parking lot, and building 
lighting. 

Development of the Rose City Industrial Park, including the two proposed ethanol 
plants, will have a potentially significant impact related to light and glare. 

Mitigation Measure AES-2: New sources of substantial light and glare 

Future development shall incorporate the use of lighting that meets the following 
guidelines, to the extent that safe working conditions are not adversely impacted: 
 

• Exterior Yard Lights to be full cutoff fixtures; i.e., there should be no light 
emitted above the horizontal and not much light (generally less than four 
percent) at angles greater than 75 degrees above the vertical. 

 
• Streetlights should be flat-lens, full cutoff fixtures installed in a level position 

and should be rated “Dark Sky Friendly” by the International Dark Sky 
Association.  Energy efficient sodium lamps should be used.  They should be 
mounted at a height of 30 feet or at the lowest height allowed by applicable 
codes. 

  
• Exterior lighting originating on a property should be limited to a maximum of 

0.5-foot candles at a distance of 25 feet beyond the property lines. 

• Advertising signs should be illuminating from above and should be off 
between 11 p.m. and sunrise unless the business is open to the public at that 
time. 
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Implementation of these measures will reduce light pollution in order to preserve and 
protect the nighttime environment and dark skies through appropriate outdoor 
lighting. 
 
Level of Significance: Less than significant with Mitigation 
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Conclusion: No significant cumulative impacts. 

The proposed project together with other past, present, and foreseeable future local 
projects will significantly impact the visual character of lands bordering the City of 
Wasco. These projects will substantially expand and intensify the urban character of 
the City, reducing the area of agricultural land bordering Wasco. From a visual 
standpoint, this will add new man-made forms and night lighting into an area that is 
largely open space with little night lighting. Because of its size (approximately 1,640 
acres), the contribution of the proposed industrial park, including the proposed 
ethanol plants, to this visual impact is cumulatively considerable. 

This cumulative visual impact is not considered significant because the Wasco 
General Plan anticipated the transition of lands included in the cumulative impact 
analysis from rural to urban uses and established community design goals, policies, 
and requirements to mitigate visual impacts. All new industrial and commercial 
development is required to meet design criteria established by the City through the 
Precise Development process which includes lighting plans to minimize offsite night 
lighting and glare and landscaping plans designed to moderate views of development.  

The Industrial Project and development of the project specific areas, as well as future 
development will not result in a significant cumulative impact regarding aesthetics.  
Projects are required through the Conditional Use Permit process to submit 
landscaping and lighting plans. 

No mitigation measures are necessary beyond Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-
2. 

 



CHAPTER IV 
Biological Resources 

 IV-10 Environmental Analysis  

B. Biological Resources 

1. Environmental Setting 

The following information is provided in accordance with Section 15125 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. This environmental setting is the baseline for determining whether a project’s 
impacts are significant. 
 
a. Study Area for Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The Wasco Industrial Project Area is the study area for direct and indirect impacts to 
biological resources. The Project Area boundaries are Route 46 to the north, Wasco 
Avenue and J Street to the west, Kimberlina Road to the south, and Root Avenue to 
the east. The 1,640-acre plan area is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 
City of Wasco.   

b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts 

The study area for cumulative biological resource impacts is a 5-mile radius around 
the plan area. This area was selected to encompass the maximum potential home 
range of San Joaquin kit fox that could use the project site. With home territories 
ranging up to approximately 12 square miles (USFWS 1998), the San Joaquin kit fox 
has the largest home range of any of the special-status wildlife species in the project 
region. A distance of 5 miles covers the maximum home range for San Joaquin kit 
fox and also covers the distance from the boundary of the project site to the west side 
of the City’s Sphere of Influence. 
For purposes of this document it will be referred to as the “Project Vicinity.” 

c. Existing Physical Conditions in the Study Area 

The Project Area is located in the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley, north of 
the Kern River, west of the Tehachapi Mountain range and northeast of the Temblor 
Range and Carrizo Plain.  The southern San Joaquin Valley is generally flat with 
slopes that range from zero to five percent.  The mean temperature for this region is 
64° Fahrenheit (approximately 18° Celsius), with a mean annual precipitation of six 
inches.   

The approximate 1,640 acres of the Industrial Project area are currently used for 
agriculture, including almond orchards, ornamental roses and garlic (IV-B-1).  The 
Planning Area is mostly flat and dry with sandy, well-drained soils.  Table 1-1 
summarized total acreage of each vegetation type in the Plan Area and Project Study 
Area. 
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The sources of agricultural water in the Industrial Project area are wells and surface 
water supplied through the Friant Kern Canal, the California Aqueduct, the Kern 
River and Poso Creek. 

TABLE 1-1 
VEGETATION TYPES IN THE PLAN AREA  

Vegetation/Habitat Type 
Project Study 

Area Plan Area 
Annual Grassland 10.7 10.7 
Annual Row Crop 0 760.0 
Fallow Field 0 77.7 
Orchard (Almond) 297.0 297.0 
Perennial Row Crop 0 351.7 
Tail Pond 1.5 9.7 
*At time of field survey 8/2006, observed during crop rotation, historically annual row crops 

  
Vegetation and Habitat Types in the Project Area 

The following discussion characterizes the vegetation and habitat types observed in 
the project area. This characterization is based on general observations made in 2006. 
Those observations did not include protocol-level surveys that prove the presence or 
absence of any species. 
 
Annual Grasslands- Approximately 10.62 acres of annual grasslands dominated by 
non-native plant species are present in the southeastern southwestern portion of the 
Project Area.  These non-native grasslands, unlike the majority of the Project Area, 
have not been cultivated for at least the last 50 years (Kern County 2006).   

Plants common to annual grasslands are typically non-native species that are adapted 
to frequent disturbance. Some of the plant species observed in disturbed non-native 
grasslands within the Project Area include prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), red 
brome (Bromus madritensis), cheeseweed (Malva neglecta) and filaree (Erodium sp.).  
Terrestrial vertebrate species that occur in these areas would generally be the same as 
those occurring in nearby orchards and fields, including coyote (Canis latrans), vole 
(Microtus sp.), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis) and raccoon (Procyon lotor). The 
annual grasslands at this location may provide foraging and/or breeding habitat for 
some wildlife species, including coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum 
frontale), and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica). Special-status plant 
species that could be present in this habitat type are subtle orache (Atriplex subtilis), 
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and Earlimart orache (Atriplex erecticaulis).  Terrestrial vertebrate species that occur 
in these areas would generally be the same as those occurring in nearby orchards and 
fields and near residences.  These non-native grasslands, unlike the majority of the 
Project Area, have not been cultivated for at least the last 50 years (Kern County 
2006). The annual grasslands at this location may provide habitat for some sensitive 
plant and wildlife species. 

Annual Row Crops- Approximately 760.0 acres of annual row crops, including 
cotton, beans, onions, and garlic are found throughout the Project Area. Non-native 
grasses and forbs are confined to narrow strips near the edges of the fields. Wildlife 
species are not likely to use these areas except for intermittent foraging or movement 
including the San Joaquin Kit Fox. Several American kestrels were hunting within 
row crops during the August 2006 habitat assessment. 

Fallow Agricultural Fields- Approximately 77.7 acres of fallow agricultural fields 
were found throughout the Project Area when the field surveys were conducted in 
August 2006.  However, the length of time that the fields are fallow is less than six 
months as they are commercially farmed and were between crop rotations at the time 
of the field survey.  Appendix B contains letters from property owners testifying to 
the use of these lands for commercial farming. This vegetation type, when fallow, is 
composed mainly of non-native annual grasses and forbs. Common plant species in 
the area include wild oats (Avena fatua), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), Italian rye 
grass (Lolium multiflorum), filaree (Erodium moschatum), common groundsel 
(Senecio vulgaris), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), puncturevine (Tribulus 
terrestris), black mustard (Brassica nigra) and common Russian thistle (Salsola 
tragus).  Fallow agricultural fields provide habitat for the mourning dove (Zenaida 
macroura), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), common crow (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and Brewer’s blackbird 
(Euphagus cyanocephalus). This habitat type also supports small mammals such as 
the California ground squirrel (Citellus beecheyi), deer mouse (Peromyscus 
maniculatus), house mouse (Mus musculus), Botta pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) 
and other burrowing mammals. Non-native rats (Rattus rattus) and feral cats (Felis 
catus) may also use this habitat for foraging and refuge. The observed fallow lands 
are considered annual row crops for habitat assessment purposes.   

Orchards and Vineyards- Orchards are one of the dominant vegetation types in the 
Project Area, covering approximately 297.0 acres. Wildlife habitat provided by 
orchards depends on the management practices used. The orchards in the Project Area 
appear to be intensively managed. It was noted during the biological surveys that non-
native vegetation was restricted to narrow strips between rows of trees. Lack of cover 
makes the orchards less suitable for small mammals. Intensive management practices 
also make the orchards unsuitable for most bird species common to the area. 
Sparrows and one coyote were observed in the orchard during field surveys.  San 
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Joaquin kit fox has the potential to forage within this vegetation type, but it is of a 
lower quality than annual row crops. 

Perennial Row Crops- Approximately 351.7 acres of perennial row crops are found 
throughout the Project Area, and include roses and hibiscus.  A few herbaceous 
species, all non-native weeds, occur within the understory of the flower crops.   

Tail Ponds- Several ponds excavated in uplands covering approximately 9.70 acres 
are located in the Project Area. These ponds primarily store runoff water from the 
surrounding agricultural fields. At the time of surveys, the ponds had a dense cover of 
algae and supported large populations of bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), a non-native 
amphibian.  The margins of the ponds were generally bare.  These tail ponds are not 
regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers since they are excavated in uplands. 

Canal- An irrigation canal is located in the southeastern corner of the Project Area.  
This irrigation canal connects the Calloway Canal to Poso Creek.  This feature, 
located outside of the project study area, would be regulated by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers as a Waters of the U.S.. The canal will not be filled or altered through 
development of the Project Area. 

Urban and Residential Development- The remaining portion of the biological study 
area is dominated by urban and residential development.  

Special-Status Mammals 

Three special-status mammal species listed in Appendix B have the potential to occur 
in annual grasslands in the Project Area.  No special-status mammals were observed 
during a biological reconnaissance the habitat assessment of the study area.  The 
following mammals have the potential to occur in the Project Area:  

• Giant Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys ingens), FE, SE. This species could 
breed and forage within annual grasslands in the Project Area but there are 
no documented occurrences of the species in the vicinity of the area. 

• San Joaquin Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) (Foraging habitat), FE, ST. 
This species may forage in annual grasslands, annual and perennial row 
crops and fallow fields in the Plan Area. 

• San Joaquin Pocket Mouse (Perognathus inornatus inornatus), SSC. This 
species could breed and forage in annual grasslands in the Plan Area, 
although there is no documented occurrence within the 7.5 minute USGS 
quadrangle that encompasses the Plan Area. 
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A brief description of the status, natural history, habitat requirements, and the 
potential for each of these special-status mammal species is provided in Appendix B.  
Figure 2 shows the location of special-status species in the vicinity of the Project 
Area. 

Special-Status Birds 
 

Two special-status bird species have the potential to occur in the Project Area.  No 
special-status bird species were observed during the biological field reconnaissance 
habitat assessment of the study area.  The following special-status birds have the 
potential to occur in the Project Area: 

• Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), SSC 

• Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), SSC 

In addition to these species, several nesting migratory birds, regulated under the 
migratory Bird Treaty Act, have the potential to occur in the Project Area. 

Special-Status Amphibians and Reptiles  
 

Two special-status reptile species listed in Appendix B have the potential to occur in 
annual grasslands in the Project Area.  No special-status reptiles were observed 
during the biological field reconnaissance habitat assessment of the study area.  The 
following reptiles have the potential to occur in the Project Area:  

• Blunt Nosed-Leopard Lizard (Gambelia sila), FE, SE, SFP 

• California Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum frontale), SSC 

A brief description of the status, natural history, habitat requirements, and the 
potential for each of these special-status amphibian and reptile species is provided in 
Appendix B.   

One special-status amphibian, the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), 
has the potential to occur in the Project Area.  Suitable habitat for this species in the 
Project Area is marginal and consists of a few tail ponds with perennial emergent 
vegetation. These ponds support large populations of bullfrogs, a major predator of 
the red-legged frog.  The closest known population of this species is over 35 miles 
northwest of the Project Area (CDFG 2007).   

Special-Status Invertebrates 
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iv. 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; 

v. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; 

vi. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

b. Threshold(s) of Significance Adopted in this EIR 

The following thresholds of significance are utilized to evaluate potential impacts of 
the proposed project to biological resources. The thresholds are based upon the 
evaluation methods suggested by CEQA and Professional Practice Standards. 

An impact to biological resources would be considered significant if the impact met 
one or more of the following criteria: 

i. 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 

iv. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

The proposed project has the potential to adversely impact special-status species and 
interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species, but no potential to 
adversely affect riparian habitat, federal or state protected wetlands or Other Waters 
of the U.S. (ii, iii). This conclusion is based upon a review of the existing conditions 
and the proposed land use changes and development activities with the Plan Area 
relative to the thresholds of significance defined above.  

The project does not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal considering that the project 
site is currently under commercial agricultural production and has low value as 
habitat for such wildlife in the region.  

This project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  In addition, this project does not conflict with any adopted 
Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans because no regional 
plans for special-status species have been established within the Plan Area (v, vi). 
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The following describes the information and methods that URS biologists used to 
identify potentially significant impacts to biological resources and develop 
appropriate mitigation measures: 

Species Lists 
 
Several databases were reviewed to identify special-status species that may be 
affected by the proposed project in the Plan Area. These sources include the 
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CDFG 2006), The California Native Plant 
Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 
2006) and species lists provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 
2006). 
 
Jurisdictional Delineation for Wetlands and Waters of the U.S and Evaluation of 
Habitat SuitabilityHabitat Assessment for Special-Status Species 

 
URS conducted a detailed field investigation of the project study area (ethanol plant 
sites) by foot in August 2006.  The entire study area was walked to assess habitat 
suitability for special-status species and to provide a detailed analysis of the potential 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. (WUS).  Soils, hydrology and vegetation in the 
project study area were evaluated Wetlands and WUS were formally delineated in the 
project study area in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands 
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) to determine the potential 
presence of wetlands in the project study area. No wetlands or WUS were identified 
in the project study area. The remaining portions of the Plan Area were assessed for 
wetlands, WUS and habitat suitability in less detail by vehicle and in some areas on 
foot.  A more formal wetland delineation and habitat assessment of these areas would 
be conducted when individual development projects are proposed.  

c. Direct and Indirect Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Impact BIO-1: Special-Status Species Habitat and Movement Corridors 

The proposed Industrial Park project has the potential to adversely impact special-
status species and interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species, but 
no potential to adversely affect federal or state protected wetlands since there were 
none found on site. This conclusion is based upon a review of the existing conditions 
and the proposed land use changes and development activities within the Project Area 
relative to the thresholds of significance defined above.  

Potential impacts to sensitive species include loss of annual grassland foraging habitat 
for the San Joaquin kit fox, loss of annual grassland habitat for the giant kangaroo rat, 
the California horned lizard and sensitive plant species, as well as impacts to sensitive 
species and habitats resulting from project lighting.  Loss of habitat for special-status 



CHAPTER IV 
Biological Resources 

 IV-21 Environmental Analysis  

species may result from the construction of buildings, roads, and other infrastructure 
for the proposed project. Construction of the proposed project may also result in 
mortality to nesting migratory birds or nesting burrowing owls due to disturbance or 
destruction of nests associated with project construction. Movement of the San 
Joaquin kit fox could be impeded by the construction of the proposed project, and 
increases in traffic use could result in mortality to the kit fox.  
 
Common wildlife species such as coyote, ducks, skunk, and squirrels are likely to be 
directly impacted by the proposed project through removal of suitable foraging and 
breeding habitat in the Plan Area.  However, because these species are common to the 
region and a substantial amount of additional habitat is present in the vicinity of the 
Plan Area, impacts to common species are less than significant. 

The only area with a potential impact to special-status species, specifically the giant 
kangaroo rat, and the California horned lizard, is within the 10.7-acre annual 
grasslands area located on Assessor’s Parcel No. 072-120-18-1, which is not part of 
the project specific area for Ethanol Site 1.  This area is somewhat disturbed with 
three radio antennas on site, surrounded by active agricultural lands.  There is a low 
to moderate potential of finding special-status plants on site.  This area will likely not 
be developed due to the existing antennas on site and increased mitigation cost for the 
grasslands habitat located on the site. 

Species within the project area are also likely to be impacted by lighting from the 
future development of the site. The behavior and physiology of many wildlife and 
plants species are affected by light intensity and glare. Light emitted from urban and 
industrial areas can obscure natural light conditions, and disorient movement or 
migratory patterns, alter competitive interactions, change predator-prey relations, and 
influence physiology. The affect of “artificial sky glow” is most profound on birds, 
both resident and migratory species. Artificial sky glow is the unnatural brightening 
of the night sky through excessive and unnecessary light directed upwards.  
 
Lighting associated with industrial areas is used for parking, security, safety, 
aesthetics and operations. Implementation of the proposed project would include 
construction and use of lighting throughout the industrial park. The effect of lighting 
on wildlife is a significant impact. 

This project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  In addition, this project does not conflict with any adopted 
Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans because no regional 
plans for special-status species have been established within the Plan Area. 

To reduce impacts to sensitive species, the following measures would be 
implemented: 



CHAPTER IV 
Biological Resources 

 IV-23 Environmental Analysis  

If there is no suitable habitat on-site the applicant could purchase burrowing owl 
habitat mitigation credits from a conservation bank approved by the CDFG. Off-site 
habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat. Land shall be purchased and /or 
placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to main suitable habitat. 
Off-site mitigation shall use the following ratios: 

• Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.6 (9.75) 
acres per pair or single bird. 

• Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently 
occupied habitat: 2 times 6.5 (13.0) acres per pair or single bird.  

• Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 
(19.5) acres per pair or single bird.  

• The replacement of burrowing owl habitat required by this measure would 
reduce potentially significant impacts to this species to less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-c: Potential direct effects on the San Joaquin kit fox due 
to the construction of the proposed project includes loss, fragmentation and 
degradation of foraging habitat and interference with the movement of the kit fox 
through the Project Area as individuals move between suitable breeding and foraging 
habitat. There would be a permanent loss of approximately 530 307.7 acres of 
potential foraging habitat (297.0 acres of orchards and 10.7 acres of annual grassland) 
for the kit fox within the two ethanol sites, and 1,197 acres within the remaining 
project areaagricultural lands being added to the Sphere of Influence that may be used 
as foraging habitat, not addressed in the General Plan update.  The Industrial Park 
will not be able to provide natural movement corridors as the corridors must contain 
prime kit fox habitat, i.e. saltbrush scrub or annual grassland.   

This compensation can be accomplished through the purchase of mitigation credits at 
any approved USFS mitigation bank such as Kern Water Bank, or the Semitropic 
Reserve, or other future banks developed during the buildout of the industrial park, or 
suitable foraging habitat preserved by the city in perpetuity. Additional mitigation 
opportunities may be available through The Center for Natural Lands Management 
(CNLM).  The CNLM manages the Semitropic Ridge Preserve 
((http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html). The USFWS would prefer the purchase of a 
parcel (with subsequent easement) rather than having the project go through a 
conservation bank, because the project is so large that the available acreage at 
whichever conservation bank the project compensated at would be substantially 
reduced. Their kit fox recovery strategy is a metapopulation strategy that seeks to 
connect core and satellite population areas by preserving corridors. Compensation for 
loss of kit fox foraging habitat within the Industrial Park will be to preserve kit fox 
foraging habitat of comparable value at 1.1:1 ratio for the first 100 yards of the 
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perimeter of orchards, 1.1:1 for annual and perennial row crops and fallow fields, and 
3:1 for the annual grassland.   

Each project will be required to provide evidence to the City of Wasco that they 
fulfilled their required kit fox habitat mitigation, prior to the issuance of grading 
permits or any other groundbreaking activity.  Phased projects can defer kit fox 
mitigation until prior to groundbreaking on future phases.  These areas must remain in 
fallow or in agricultural production and cannot be used for storage or construction of 
any kind.  The City of Wasco can require fulfillment of kit fox mitigation if such 
activity is observed and not corrected upon written request. 

To offset the loss of potential San Joaquin kit fox foraging habitat, mitigation credits 
will accomplished either thorough purchase from a USFWS approved mitigation bank 
or suitable foraging habitat preserved by the city.. Due to the lack of utility for most 
kit fox functions on these intensively used agricultural fields combined with no large 
suitable nesting habitat or kit fox sitings within 3 miles of the project area, the City 
will work with the various resource agencies to provide the appropriate level of 
mitigation.  The Kern Water Bank is one such bank available for mitigation in Kern 
County. Agricultural land that can be used for mitigation includes lands used for 
dryland farming or grazing.  Row crops cannot be used for mitigation.  The City  
maintains 450 acres of property adjacent to its wastewater treatment plant that may be 
used for mitigation habitat which will be expanded to total 850 acres at full buildout 
of the wastewater treatment plant, as described in the Wastewater Master Plan, April 
2007.  The Industrial Project will not be able to provide natural movement corridors 
as the corridors must contain prime kit fox habitat, i.e. saltbrush scrub or annual 
grassland.   

To further minimize/avoid impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the following measures 
will be implemented prior to any construction within the Plan Area: 

• Pre-construction surveys shall be performed, consistent with the USFWS 
recommendations prior to or during any ground disturbance (USFWS 1999). 

• Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct an education and 
training session for all construction personnel.  All individuals who will be 
involved in the site preparation for construction will be present. 

• Because dawn to dusk are often the times when the San Joaquin kit fox are 
most active foraging and dispersing, all construction activities shall cease one 
half hour before sunset and shall not begin prior to one half hour before 
sunrise.  Except when necessary for driver or pedestrian safety, lighting of the 
Plan Area by artificial lighting during nighttime hours shall be minimized the 
maximum extent possible. 

• Use of rodenticides and herbicides within the Plan Area shall be utilized in 
such a manner to prevent primary or secondary poisoning of listed species, 
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and the depletion of prey populations on which they depend.  All users of 
such compounds shall observe label and other restrictions mandated by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the California Department of 
pesticide Regulation. 

 
However, the USFWS will only allow the purchase of up to 40 acres at a mitigation 
bank for kit fox mitigation if annual grasslands are impacted and/or there is a federal 
nexus involved. 

 
Additional mitigation opportunities may be available through The Center for Natural 
Lands Management (CNLM).  The CNLM manages the Semitropic Ridge Preserve 
((http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html).  

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-d: Focused plant surveys will be conducted in the annual 
grassland habitat in Assessor Parcel 072-120-18-1 prior to development of this of the 
study area.  Surveys will be conducted according to the protocol recommended by the 
California Native Plant Society and shall be timed to coincide with the optimal period 
for identification of the following special-status plant species with potential to occur 
in the Plan Area: 

• California Jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Earlimart Orache (Atriplex erecticaulis), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Heartscale (Atriplex cordulata), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Kern Mallow (Eremalche kernensis), FE, CNPS List 1B.1 
• Subtle Orache (Atriplex subtilis), CNPS List 1B.2 

 
If any state or federally listed of these species are found and impacts to them cannot 
be avoided, the project applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDFG to 
determine appropriate mitigation, and shall comply with the identified requirements 
as part of the subsequent CEQA review required for future projects within the 
industrial park. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term 
strategies to ensure no net loss of special-status plant species shall be developed, as 
necessary.   

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-e: Preconstruction surveys for the giant kangaroo rat, 
blunt-nosed leopard lizard and coast horned lizard in annual grasslands of the Plan 
Area will be conducted prior to any groundbreakingconstruction. If these species are 
encountered during preconstruction surveys, the CDFG will immediately be 
contacted, and consulted to determine appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigation mitigate for impacts to this species. During consultation the appropriate 
level of mitigation for impacts to habitat for these species will be developed to reduce 
the level of impact less than significant. Mitigation for the kit fox may be used to 
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mitigate for these species. If these species are not observed during the preconstruction 
surveys than no additional mitigation measures will be necessary.  

If these species are not observed during the preconstruction surveys than no 
additional mitigation measures will be necessary. 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-f: Preconstruction surveys for California red-legged frog 
in suitable habitat (tail ponds with emergent vegetation) will be conducted in the Plan 
Area prior to any construction, required as part of the subsequent CEQA review 
required for futures projects. If these species are encountered during preconstruction 
surveys, the CDFG will immediately be contacted, and consulted to determine 
appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and mitigation for impacts to this species. 
During consultation the appropriate level of mitigation for impacts to habitat for this 
species will be developed to reduce the level of impact less than significant. If these 
species are not observed during the preconstruction surveys than no additional 
mitigation measures will be necessary. 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-g: Potential impacts to wildlife and habitats as a result of 
project lighting shall be mitigated with the following measures: 

• The lighting system will be designed and installed to meet OSHA minimum 
standards while keeping light emissions to a minimum. Lighting fixtures will 
be placed to offer maximum illumination of operating work areas in 
compliance with OSHA standards while minimizing offsite illumination.   

• Exterior lighting on structures will be shielded to direct light downward.  This 
will reduce the potential for birds to collide with structures. 

• The lighting of project facilities will be designed, installed, and maintained to 
prevent side casting of light towards adjoining agricultural lands 

 
Level of Significance: Impacts to special-status species and the movement of wildlife 
species within the project study area would be Lless than significant with mitigation 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

The proposed project together with other future projects will convert approximately 
1,640 acres of agriculture land which is considered foraging habitat to industrial and 
other land uses. This is a significant cumulative impact to, as habitat loss is a major 
factor in the decline of sensitive wildlife species (USFWS 1998). The proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to the loss of habitat in the local area is potentially 
cumulatively considerable. Implementation of mitigation measures Bio 1-a through 
Bio 1-g, would reduce the project’s cumulative contribution to a less than 
cumulatively considerable level. 
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The proposed Project will result in the loss of foraging habitat for the San Joaquin kit 
fox, including agricultural land and orchards and annual grassland as described in 
Impact BIO-1.  This loss of suitable foraging habitat, in combination with the loss of 
agricultural land anticipated by the growth of the City of Wasco over the next 50 
years, could contribute to cumulative impacts to the San Joaquin Kit fox.  However, 
the mitigation provided in Mitigation Measure Bio-1-c will mitigate any potentially 
significant impacts to the San Joaquin Kit Fox to a less than significant level, 
therefore and the project’s impacts to kit fox are will not be cumulatively 
considerable. An analysis of additional impacts related to future development 
determined that no additional development plans are currently being processed within 
Kern County near Wasco, and all other impacts to biological resources were fully 
mitigated, therefore not cumulatively considerable. 
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glass or ceramics, etc.) are discovered during the course of construction, all work 
in the vicinity must halt, and a qualified archaeologist will evaluate the 
significance of the find.  Depending on the significance of the discovery, a 
program of monitoring and/or mitigation may be necessary.   

Impact CR-1:  Historical Resources 

The limited field survey identified one group of buildings within the Industrial 
Project area that may require consideration as historic resources in the future.  
Though the eligibility status of the buildings has not been determined at this time, 
it is assumed that the buildings could be eligible for the CRHR and could be 
considered a potentially significant resource under CEQA. Programmatically 
there is no significant impact related to historical resources because they are not 
being impacted at this time.  It cannot be determined whether the impact is 
significant on a project-specific basis until the value of the resource and the nature 
of the impact have been defined. 

No historic properties are present at the proposed ethanol project sites.  Hence, 
there is no impact to historic resources at these sites. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 The identified buildings along Wasco Avenue/J 
Street, within southwest quarter of Section 18 shall undergo a historic resource 
evaluation at the time the buildings would be impacted by development of that 
parcel in the Industrial Project area. This shall be conducted as part of a separate 
CEQA analysis for that future project to determine the significance of the impact 
and establish mitigation measures necessary to achieve a less than significant 
impact, including the development of a cultural resources management plan if 
they are determined eligible and preservation of these resources is feasible.  

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation 

Impact CR-2: Archaeological Resources 

No archeological resources are present or likely to be present in the Industrial 
Project area. Hence, no impacts to cultural resources are anticipated.  

Mitigation Measure CR-2 If, during the course of construction within the 
Industrial Project area, cultural materials are unexpectedly uncovered, the Client 
shall contact a qualified archeologist to inspect the material and coordinate with 
the Client to suspend or redirect construction work until the significance of the 
material is determined, and the location is cleared for further construction work. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation 



CHAPTER IV 
Cultural Resources 

 IV-39 Environmental Analysis  

Impact CR-3: Human Remains 

No archaeological resources are present within the Industrial Project area or the 
project specific sites.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that any human remains will 
be discovered, but there is always a possibility that remains could be discovered 
during project construction. 

Mitigation Measure CR-3 If human remains are discovered during the project, 
the specific protocol, guidelines and channels of communication outlined by the 
NAHC, and in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, 
Section 5097.98 of the PRC (Chapter 1492, Statutes of 1982, Senate Bill 297), 
and Senate Bill 447 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 1987) will be followed. Section 
7050.5 (c) will guide the potential Native American involvement, in the event of 
discovery of human remains, at the direction of the County Coroner. If the 
coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if 
the coroner recognizes the remains to be those of a Native American, or has 
reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she will contact 
the NAHC by telephone within 24 hours. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation 

Impact PR-1: Paleontology 

Based on geologic information for the project area, it is anticipated that no 
paleontological deposits will be encountered in the work areas. No unique or 
unusual geologic features are present in the project area. 

Mitigation Measure PR-1  If fossils are encountered in the quaternary alluvium 
within the Industrial Project area, it is unlikely that they would be recognized as a 
significant paleontological resource. In the event that a potential significant 
paleontological resource is discovered during the ground-disturbing activities, the 
Client shall contact a qualified paleontologist who will be called to the site to 
evaluate the significance of the finding to ensure that proper preservation 
protocols are completed, until the significance of the material is determined, and 
the location is cleared for further construction work. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation 

d. Significant Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The proposed Project site does not have a high potential for cultural resources. 
The conversion of the site to urban uses would cumulatively have no impact on 
cultural resources.No cumulatively considerable impacts.
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Impact HAZ-2: Release of hazardous materials 
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through an accident 
involving the release of hazardous materials at the Industrial Park. 
 
Project Specific Impacts 

 
The ethanol facilities will have ethanol-distillation process vessels and large storage tanks 
for ethanol product, gasoline used as a denaturant, aqueous ammonia, enzymes, sulfuric 
acid, and urea.  Releases of ethanol or gasoline could result in fires or explosions with 
thermal or overpressure impacts that extend off of the facility property.  Based on 
experience with similar facilities, the distance of potential impacts should be less for the 
eastern site than that for the western site, as discussed below.  Any person within that 
distance of the facility located on the west side of the Industrial Park could experience 
very serious health effects, possibly life threatening.  Any vehicles, structures, or other 
improvements within that distance could experience damage.  

 
The ethanol facilities will be regulated by the CalARP program and the PSM regulations.  
These regulations are intended to ensure that procedures are in place to prevent accidental 
releases. 
 
Industrial Park Impacts 

 
Other uses within the Proposed Industrial Park may include a manufacturing facility, and 
distribution centers.   The types of hazardous materials that may be involved in these 
operations are not known at this time, especially for a manufacturing facility.   Routine 
air emissions are discussed in Section F, Air Quality. 
 
The nearest school is Teresa Burke Elementary SchoolIndependence High School, 
located at 1445 Poso Drive1301 Filburn Street, and is approximately two mileone miles 
from the Project Area and upwind from the prevailing wind pattern in the region.  
 
Facilities that contain greater than threshold quantities of chemicals will be regulated by 
the CalARP program and the PSM regulations, which are intended to ensure that 
procedures are in place to prevent accidental releases.  The facility’s RMP will address 
notification of emergency responders and procedures in case of an accidental release. 

 
Level of Significance: Less than significant  

Impact HAZ-3: Be located on a hazardous materials site and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
During preparation of this EIR, a hazardous materials survey was conducted to assess 
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E. Agricultural Resources 

This section describes how development associated with the Wasco Industrial Project would 
affect agricultural resources.  Where significant effects are identified, mitigation measures 
are provided to reduce those impacts to the extent feasible. 

1. Environmental Setting 

The following information is provided in accordance with Section 15125 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. This environmental setting is the baseline for determining whether a project 
is significant. 

a. Study Area for Direct and Indirect Impacts: 

The Industrial Project area will be the study area for direct impacts relating to 
Agriculture. The general project boundaries for the Industrial Project are Route 46 to 
the north, Wasco Avenue and J Street to the west, Kimberlina Street to the south, and 
Root Avenue to the east. The 1,640-acre Industrial Project area is located on the 
eastern portion of the City of Wasco, and extends from Route 46 to Kimberlina Road.  

Within the 1,640-acre Industrial Project area are two proposed ethanol plant sites. 
These sites were analyzed in depth for this EIR and are referred to collectively as the 
site study area. 

b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts:  

The Industrial Project area described above, plus county-wide prime agricultural 
lands, and lands within the Shafter Wasco Irrigation District and adjacent to the 
industrial project will be the study area for cumulative impacts relating to 
Agriculture. 

c. Existing Physical Conditions in the Study Area:  

The project site is dominated by relatively flat agricultural land with a few 
miscellaneous agricultural related structures, a few farm homes, a radio station 
transmission facility and a former small gasoline station. Within the project vicinity 
lands to the west are within the City of Wasco and dominated by commercial 
developments and a Farm worker housing complex.  Areas to the north, east and 
south are dominated by agricultural land and related activities. 

Agricultural production in the proposed project area varies in both crops grown and 
their condition. Row crops and row crop land observed in late August 2006 included 
cotton, dry beans, field corn, roses and currently fallow land that historically is in 
agricultural production. Permanent crops included almonds of varying ages and 
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controlled and logically expanded, and there will not be any overlap of non-compatible 
uses within designated agricultural areas. As proposed by this EIR as well as the Wasco 
General Plan, development will be implemented in phases as the principal method of 
agricultural preservation.  

The Wasco General Plan, Agricultural Element, Policy 1 states agricultural production 
areas shall be preserved as an important economic activity. Policy 3 of the same section 
states that the extension of urban improvements and services, including water sewer 
lines and storm drain facilities, into agricultural areas shall be managed as a means to 
direct the location and timing of new urban development. Policy 4 states agricultural 
lands will be additionally protected from urban encroachment by limiting the extension 
of service facilities, particularly sewers. Policy 6 states all commercial and industrial 
uses are prohibited in agricultural areas except those directly related to and incidental to 
the agricultural operation conducted on the land. Policy 13 states the City shall regulate 
land use, encourage and cooperate with appropriate agencies to conserve, study, and 
improve soils. Prime soils shall be preserved outside of designated urban areas. Policy 
14 states growth-phasing lines are the principal method of agricultural method of 
agricultural preservation. Growth phasing requirements shall be used to preserve 
agricultural land in the community. 

Even with adhering to the Wasco General Plan policies presented above, the project 
will convert an additional 1,470 acres of Prime Farmland to an industrial use, with 530 
acres outside the SOI. This is a significant impact. The Industrial Park will reduce 
development pressure to develop other agricultural lands outside of the project area by 
providing available industrial lands. Other agricultural land can be identified and placed 
into an agricultural preserve, but this will not reduce the loss of agricultural land below 
level of significance for this project. 

Williamson Act Contracts being cancelled within the project can pay their 12.5 percent 
penalty fee directly to the City of Wasco for the sole use of creating additional 
agricultural conservation easements in conformance with the state’s 1240 exchange 
program.  These lands will be protected in perpetuity for continued agricultural 
production. Estimating that two-thirds of the remaining Williamson Act land is 
cancelled to allow development, $3.2 to $6.4 million would become available for 
purchasing agricultural easements with assessed price of the land ranging from $40,000 
to $80,000 an acre.  This would allow for the buying of conservation easements on 800 
to 2,600 acres of land based on a selling price of $3,000 to $5,000 an acre for the 
conservation easements. 

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Preserve Agricultural Land  

The City of Wasco will create Agricultural Conservation Easements on the 415 acres of 
agricultural land the city currently owns for the release of their treated effluent from the 
wastewater treatment plant. The City of Wasco will also encourage and assist all 
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Williamson Act Contract holders within the Industrial Park that submit a contract 
cancellation application to enter into a 1240 exchange program so the cancellation fees 
can be used to purchase additional agricultural conservation easements in the Wasco 
area. 

 
The City of Wasco will identify agricultural lands for preservation as part of the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade to accommodate the planned growth for the City 
of Wasco.  These agricultural lands will be used by the wastewater treatment plant for 
percolation of the treated water. These lands will be acquired as needed to 
accommodate the wastewater treatment plant upgrades. 
 
Level of Significance: Significant Impact 
 
Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act 
contract  

Approval of the Industrial Project will result in the loss of 1,130-acres of Williamson 
Act contracted lands within the project area. The following discussion pertains to both 
Industrial Park and project-specific development. 
 
Discussion 
A majority of the annexation area (1,130 acres) is currently under Williamson Act 
contract, including Ethanol Site 1 (158 acres). These lands will be rezoned and will 
result in the eventual cancellation/loss of the Williamson Act contract on the land. Only 
approximately seven percent or 600 acres of farmland within a 2-mile radius of the 
Industrial Park are not currently under a Williamson Act contract.  

Development/creation of new replacement farmland is not a viable alternative. 
Agricultural development of the San Joaquin Valley including the project area has 
spanned well over 100 years. During that period, it is reasonable to assume that all land 
suitable for production has been developed and is already being farmed. 

Non-renewal of the land’s Williamson Act contracts, commencing a ten-year process 
leading to withdrawal per the Act is a viable alternative given, in some instances, the 
anticipated 15 to 30-year project build out. Following this approach lands not held 
under Williamson Act contract would likely be developed first, with phased 
development of existing Williamson Act lands as non-renewals expire contracts. Lands 
under contract would have to successfully go through the contract cancellation process 
(make the required findings) and pay the penalty fee of 12.5 percent of the assessed 
fair-market value of the contracted land being cancelled prior to developing the land.  
This would apply to Ethanol Site 1. 

Mitigation for developing lands currently held under Williamson Act contract is most 
appropriately addressed through development of a project wide agricultural 
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Property owners within the Rose City Industrial Park will be encouraged to file a 
Notice of Non-Renewal on their agricultural land conservation contract. 

Level of Significance 
Significant Impact if the Williamson Act contracts are cancelled prior to being termed 
out through a Notice of Non-Renewal or without the establishment of a permanent Ag 
preserve or other equivalent agricultural preservation program.   

The City of Wasco will continue to follow Agricultural Element Policy 15 of the City 
General Plan to encourage the establishment of permanent Ag preserves, "Super 
Williamson Act" preserves, or other such mechanisms for property westerly of 
Schofield, easterly of Root, northerly of McCombs and southerly of Kimberlina.  
Impact AG-3: Conversion of adjacent Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

Impact AG-3: Conversion of adjacent Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

Approval of the Industrial Project could potentially lead to more agricultural land 
conversion or spin-off development adjacent to the Industrial Park, or the development 
of uses that conflict with continued farming on adjacent lands. 

Discussion 

The Industrial Project could result in additional development adjacent to the Industrial 
Park, and this could result in the additional conversion of prime farmland/farmland to 
non-agricultural uses. 

The following Wasco General Plan policies ensure that agriculturally producing lands 
will maintain an importance in Wasco’s economy. They ensure that urban development 
will be controlled and thoughtfully expanded, and that there will not be any overlap of 
non-compatible uses within agricultural areas. The Williamson Act related General 
Plan policies ensure Williamson Act contracts are enforced, but do recognize the need 
to accommodate development when necessary to maintain land use consistency.  

The project will provide 1,640 acres of industrial land through annexation for industrial 
development. The Industrial Project is expected to provide industrial ready tracts of 
land for the City of Wasco over the next 15 to 30 years. The Industrial Park will 
minimize pressure to develop lands outside of the project area for industrial use. The 
land outside of the Industrial Park will additionally not have the required approvals and 
the existing infrastructure, as the Park will, making development of those areas more 
difficult and speculative for potential developers. As well, the City of Wasco has lands 
available for development of commercial and other support services that may spin-off 
from the Industrial Park.  
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Urban development adjacent to commercial agricultural fields can create conflicts due 
to the nature of farming.  Noise, dust, odors, and chemical spraying of fields with 
pesticides and fertilizers are the largest complaints from urban users, with trespassing, 
theft, vandalism, work interference and restrictions (i.e.; no spraying), and liability 
issues being the largest complaints from the agricultural operators.  Because the 
proposed urban use is industrial, these conflicts would be much less in this situation 
since both uses are not considered sensitive receptors and generally sources for noise, 
dust, odors, and chemical use.   

Buffer zones are a way to reduce the conflict between urban and agricultural uses 
through physical separation of the uses and use of landscaping to shield the uses from 
one another.  Agricultural operations surround three sides of the industrial park (North, 
East, and South). Each side is separated by a major road (SR 46, Root Avenue, and 
Kimberlina Road) and has an ultimate right-of-way width of 110 feet with up to 20  feet 
of landscape within the right-of-way on each side.  These roads will act as a buffer 
between the two uses.  An agricultural buffer can allow for continued commercial 
agricultural operations on lands adjacent to urban areas without complaints or 
restrictions imposed from adjacent urban areas as listed below. 

Buffers Reduce Land Use Conflict from: 

1.     Pesticide Use 

A.    Provides for a margin of safety for the public and sensitive non-target areas. 
B.     Reduces the need for spray buffers or other governmental restrictions, 
which negatively impact agriculture. 
C.     Helps maintain the feasibility of pesticide use as a tool for agriculture. 
D.    Reduces local neighbor conflict and complaints to agriculturalist and 
government agencies. 

2.     Noise and Night time lighting 

A.    Reduces the potential for nuisance from a variety of agricultural sources 
such as bird frightening devices, pumps, heavy equipment, wind machines, etc. 
B.    Reduces local neighbor conflict and complaints to governmental agencies. 
C.    Reduces the disturbance from noise and light associated with night 
harvesting. 

3.     Dust 

A.    Creates distance or screening for dust to settle out before affecting homes 
or people. 

4.     Trespass/Vandalism/Theft/Litter/Liability 
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A.    Helps reduce the potential negative impact that people and pets can have on 
agricultural property. 
B.     Helps reduce the impact that stray livestock can have on neighbor's 
property. 

5.     Rodent Control 

A.    Helps maintain the use of agricultural rodent control materials, which may 
be otherwise prohibited in close proximity to homes, schools, and other urban 
areas. 
B.    Reduces the likelihood of accidental poisoning of pets. 

6.    Agricultural Bums 

A.    Helps maintain agricultural burning as a cultural management tool. 
Otherwise, burns may be prohibited or further regulated if dwellings are built too 
close to agricultural property. 
B.     Protects the public's health and safety. 

7.     Beekeepers 

A.    Helps preserve the use of bees for honey production and pollination. 
Otherwise, beekeepers may be forced to move hive sets out of agricultural areas 
due to close proximity to urban areas. 
B.     Protects the public's health and safety from bees searching for food and 
water. 

8.    Erosion and Development Impacts 

A.    Reduces the sources of soil erosion in agricultural areas from development 
activities on adjacent lands. 
B.     Reduces impacts on agriculture from flooding and siltation. 

9.     Harborage and introduction of agricultural disease and pests 

A.     Protects agriculture by reducing the incident of insect and diseases moving 
from backyard situations to adjacent agriculture. 

 

Mitigation Measure AG-3: Agricultural Buffer 

A 20-foot landscape buffer shall be dedicated to the City of Wasco along the north, 
east, and south boundary of the project. The buffer shall have a uniform design along 
the entire length to achieve aesthetic appeal and recognition as the Rose City Industrial 
Park, and as a buffer to dust and pesticide drift from agricultural operations.  In order to 
effectively provide a buffer to dust and pesticide drift, hedgerows of trees will be 
placed along or within the landscape area. 
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The 20-foot buffer is in addition to the required total right-of-way needed for the roads 
bordering the Rose City Industrial Park (SR 46, Root Avenue, and Kimberlina Road). 
This will result in a total buffer width of 130 feet. Road right-of-way landscaping 
adjacent to the industrial park will be designed and planted to inhibit trespassing, and to 
the extent possible, reduce dust and pesticide drift, while allowing visual access to the 
agricultural fields.  The City of Wasco shall request that Caltrans adhere to these 
conditions within their right-of-way on SR 46.  

A community service district or similar funding mechanism will be established to pay 
for the maintenance of the landscape buffer which all projects within the Rose City 
Industrial Park will be required to pay their fair-share.  Lands adjacent to the road rights 
of way will be required to dedicate lands for right of way and for the landscape buffer. 
The lands within the industrial park will be assessed via a mechanism that will pay for 
irrigation, maintenance and replacement of landscaping thus insuring maintenance of 
the buffer. In addition to the agricultural buffer, during the Precise Development Plan 
(PDP) review process, site layouts for parcels adjacent to the agricultural operations 
will be evaluated for opportunities to further reduce potential impacts to or from 
agricultural operations such as placing outside activities at a greater distance from 
agricultural operations. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant 
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact AG-4: Future impact on Shafter Wasco Irrigation District (SWID) water 
deliveries within the project area 

Discussion 

Development of the Industrial Park could potentially disrupt SWID water delivery if 
development of the Park does not take into account their facilities. If SWID does not 
deliver water to lands within the Industrial Park, the Park will not affect the operations 
of the SWID. 

Water deliveries to other non-project lands within SWID would not be affected and 
likely be incrementally improved.  

Mitigation Measure AG-4: All development, planning and related design activities 
must be coordinated with SWID so as not to disrupt water deliveries and/or SWID 
maintenance activities to agricultural lands remaining in production. 

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant 
 

Impact AG-5: Cumulative Conversion of Agricultural land in Kern County. 
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According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), a part of the 
Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection, Kern County had 
990,000 acres of farmland in 2002. The conversion of 1,470 acres is just over one tenth 
of one percent of the total farmland in Kern County.  Kern County’s policies for 
evaluating conversion of agricultural land to urban uses are listed below.  

9.  When evaluating General Plan Amendment proposals to change a Map Code 8.1 
(intensive Agriculture) designation to accommodate residential, commercial, or 
industrial development, the County shall consider the following factors: 

a. Approval of the proposal will not unreasonably interfere with agricultural 
operations on surrounding lands. 

b. Necessary public services (fire, sheriff, etc) and infrastructure are available to 
adequately serve the project. 

c. There is a demonstrated need for the proposed project location based on 
population projections, market studies and other indicators. 

d. The requested change in land use designation is accompanies by a zone change 
and other implementing land use applications for a specific development 
proposal. 

e. The site is contiguous to properties that are developed or characterized by 
nonagricultural land uses. 

f. Past agricultural use of the site has led to soil infertility or other soil conditions 
which render the property unsuitable for long-term agricultural use. 

g. Approval of the proposed project outweighs then need to retain the land for 
long-term agricultural use. 

h. Where adjacent or within proximity (1/2 mile) to existing urban areas, the 
County shall discourage agricultural conversion that is discontinuous with urban 
development. 

Evaluating the project to the above criteria is as follows: 

a. Mitigation measures have been put in place to not interfere with continued delivery 
of Shafter Wasco irrigation water (MM AG-4) along with an agricultural buffer 
around the project site to minimize urban intrusion onto the surrounding agricultural 
areas (MM AG-3). 

b. Wasco will be providing public services to the project area. 
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c. The project objectives, as listed on page II-1, demonstrate the need for the project at 
its proposed location 

d. The City of Wasco is processing annexation, General Plan Amendment, and zoning 
changes to the project area. 

e. The project site is contiguous to the City of Wasco and currently zoned industrial 
land within the City. 

f. The project site is in productive agricultural use, with crop rotation necessary for 
specific lands to continue to be productive. 

g. The need to provide full-time jobs and increase the tax base for the City of Wasco 
outweighing the retention of the land in agriculture is to be decided by the Wasco 
City Council in making their decision whether to approve the project or not. 

h. The project is contiguous to the City of Wasco. 

The above evaluation of Kern County’s criteria for evaluating the conversion of 
agricultural land to a more urban use shows the project site meets all but one criterion 
for allowing conversion. Based on this evaluation, and the fact that the project site is 
just over one tenth of one percent of the total farmland in Kern County, less than two 
percent of the total agricultural lands lost in the San Joquin Valley over ten years, will 
phase in over 15 to 20 years, and meets Kern County’s criteria for allowing 
convernsion, the cumulative impact to farmland conversion is considered less than 
significant. 
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  ROG 
(Tons/Day) 

CO 
(Tons/Day) 

NOX 
(Tons/Day) 

SOX 
(Tons/Day) 

PM10 
(Tons/Day) 

PM2.5 
(Tons/Day) 

Subtotal 19 17.1 0.6 0.2 1.7 1.5 
Total Kern In San Joaquin Valley 105.9 279.5 132.3 6.2 53.1 22.5 

Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat.php, CARB 2005 Almanac Emission Projection Data, accessed October 29, 2005. 
 
Sensitive Receptors  

Some locations are considered more sensitive to adverse effects from air pollution 
than the others. These locations are termed sensitive receptors. For CEQA purposes, 
a sensitive receptor is generically defined as a location where human populations, 
especially children, seniors, and sick persons are found, and there is reasonable 
expectation of continuous human exposure according to the averaging period for the 
ambient air quality standard (e.g., 24-hour, 8-hour, and 1-hour). These typically 
include residences, hospitals, and schools. Locations of sensitive receptors may or 
may not correspond with the location of the maximum off-site concentration. The 
location of sensitive receptors should be explained in terms that demonstrate the 
relationship between the project site and potential air quality impacts (e.g., proximity, 
topography, or upwind or downwind location). 
 
While most of the area surrounding the Industrial Park is dominated by agriculture, 
railroads, and industrial uses, a number of sensitive receptors are located within 2 
miles of the Industrial Park, including a residence located just outside the property 
boundaries of the site. Based on a census survey conducted for this area, the 
approximate existing population within a 2-mile radius of the industrial park is 
approximately 21,000 people and 4,000 dwelling units. Table AQ-2 lists the day care 
centers, medical centers, nursing homes, schools, hospitals, and colleges within 
approximately 3.0 miles of the property fence line. There are no prisons or arenas 
within the 2-mile radius of the Industrial Park. 

 
TABLE AQ-2 

DAY CARE CENTERS, MEDICAL CENTERS,  
NURSING HOMES, SCHOOLS, HOSPITALS AND COLLEGES  

WITHIN APPROXIMATELY 3 MILES OF FENCE LINE 
 

 Address  Distance from Plant
Name Street Address City State  Miles 
Teresa Burke Elementary School 1301 Filburn Street Wasco CA  1.00 
Griffith Place Nursing Home 1371 Griffith Ave Wasco CA  1.06 
Independence High School 1445 Poso Dr Wasco CA  1.17 
St. John's School 909 Broadway St Wasco CA  1.37 
Courtyard Family Medical Center 1040 7th St Wasco CA  1.55 
Secoya Medical Center 620 E St Wasco CA  1.60 
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uncommon, and symptomatic infection often resolves without therapy, many patients 
are ill for weeks to months. In Kern County, the 1991-1994 epidemic was estimated 
to cost more than $66 million. Furthermore, older persons and persons with 
compromised immune systems, including pregnant women, people living with HIV 
and AIDS, people undergoing cancer chemotherapy, and organ transplant recipients, 
are at increased risk of serious illness. 
 
Greenhouse Gases 

The earth’s atmosphere naturally contains a number of gases, including (but not 
limited to) carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) that are 
collectively referred to as greenhouse gases (GHG).  In this EIR GHG emissions are 
expressed quantitatively in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e).  CO2e 
represents CO2 plus CH4 and N2O, with the latter two components weighted by their 
respective global warming potential values.  In general, per ton, CH4 and N2O have 
21 and 310 times the warming potential of CO2, respectively.  Manmade emissions of 
GHG occur through the combustion of fuels, as well as a variety of other activities. 
 
Greenhouse gases appear to trap some amount of the energy radiated from the earth’s 
surface, thus, preventing it from passing through earth’s atmosphere and into space.  
GHG are vital to life on earth; without them earth would be an icy planet.  For 
example, CO2 is also a trace element that is essential to the cycle of life.  However, 
increasing GHG concentrations are believed to be warming the planet. 
 
When the average temperature of the Earth increases, weather may be affected, 
including changes in precipitation patterns, accumulation of snow pack, and intensity 
and duration of spring snowmelt.  Sea level may rise, resulting in coastal erosion and 
inundation of coastal areas.  Emissions of air pollutants and ambient levels of 
pollutants also may be affected in areas.  Climate zones may change, affecting the 
ecology and biological resources of a region.  There may also be changes in fire 
hazards due to the changes in precipitation and climate zones. 
 
While scientists have established a connection between increasing CO2e 
concentrations and increasing average temperatures, important scientific questions 
remain about how much warming will occur, how fast it will occur, and how the 
warming will affect the rest of the climate system.  At this point, scientific efforts are 
unable to quantify the degree to which human activity impacts climate change.  The 
phenomenon of global warming occurs on a worldwide scale, yet it is expected that 
there will be substantial regional and local variability in climate changes.  It is not 
possible with today’s science to determine the effects of global climate change in a 
specific locale, not to be sure whether and how changes to the different aspects of 
climate may be counteracted or be exacerbated by other aspects. 
 



CHAPTER IV 
Air Quality 

 IV-96 Environmental Analysis  

Human activities generate GHG emissions.  Particularly, since the start of industrial 
times, there has been a build-up of GHG levels in the atmosphere.  The human 
contribution to the increase in atmospheric CO2e concentrations has resulted 
primarily from the burning of fossil fuels.  Fossil fuel combustion accounts for 
approximately 98 percent of CO2e emissions from human activities. 
 
Although the United States has the highest per capita GHG emissions of any nation, 
CO2e emissions in California are less than the national average, both in per capita 
emissions and in emissions per gross state product.  Transportation is the largest 
category of sources for CO2e emissions in California, accounting for approximately 
41 percent of the statewide total.  Electricity generation accounts for approximately 
22 percent of CO2e emissions in California, and the industrial sector accounts for 
approximately 20.5 percent. 

 
d. Regulatory Policies that Avoid Impacts 

None 
 

e. Existing Regulatory Policies Applying in the Study Area 

FEDERAL 
 
Air quality management responsibilities exist at local, state and federal levels of 
government. Air quality management planning programs developed during the past 
few decades have generally been in response to the requirements established by the 
federal Clean Air Act. However, the enactment of the California Clean Air Act of 
1998 and several revisions to it also have produced changes in the structure and 
administration of air quality management programs in California. The Clean Air Act 
requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for air 
pollutants based on human health and welfare criteria, as listed in Table AQ-3. 
 
Title V and Extreme Designation. Title V of the federal Clean Air Act, as amended 
in 1990, creates an operating permits program for certain defined sources. In general 
under severe non-attainment conditions, owner/operators of defined industrial or 
commercial sources that emit over 25 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and 
reactive organic gases (ROG) must process a Title V permit. Under the new 
“extreme” classification, the definition of a major source, subject to Title V 
permitting, would change from 25 tons per year to 10 tons per year. This change 
would result in more businesses having to comply with Title C permitting 
requirements under the “extreme” nonattainment designation. 
 
Title V would not impose any new air pollution standards, require installation of any 
new controls on the affected facilities or require reduction in emissions. Title V does 
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TABLE AQ-5 
MAXIMUM MEASURED POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS AT 

5558 CALIFORNIA AVENUE, BAKERSFIELD CA MONITORING STATION 

 Standards  Maximum Measured Concentration(1) 
Pollutant Averaging Time Units  Fed State  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

1-hour ppm  None 0.09  0.125(3) 0.129(3) 0.119(3) 0.120(3) 0.110(3) O3 
8-hour ppm  0.08 0.070(4)  0.106(2,3) 0.115(2,3) 0.105(2,3) 0.106(2,3) 0.10(2,3) 
24-hour μg/m3  150 50  140/147(3) 190/204(2,3) 100/134(3) 110/116(3) 83/93(3) PM10 
Annual Average μg/m3  50 20  46/48(3) 48/51(3) 48/51(3) 48/51(3) NA 
24-hour μg/m3  65 None  113(2) 155(2) 89.6(2) 59 70(2) PM2.5 
Annual Average μg/m3  15 12  22/22(2,3) 22/NA(2) 23/23(2,3) 17/25(2,3) 19/NA(2) 

1-hour ppm  35 20  6.9 5.8 4.4 3.3 3.1 CO 

8-hour ppm  9 9.0  4.89 3.41 2.51 2.29 1.83 

1-hour ppm  None 0.25  0.089 0.115 0.107 0.085 0.083 NO2 
Annual Average ppm  0.053 None  0.024 0.022 0.021 0.020 0.019 

Source: Monitoring station located at 5558 California Avenue 
 CARB ADAM website (CARB, 2005) and USEPA website (USEPA, 2005) 
Notes: 1 If two measurements are provided first number represent federal value and second number represent state value based on respective statistical requirements and 
definitions. 

2 Exceeds federal standard 
3 Exceeds state standard 
4 Approved by CARB on April 2005 and expected to go into affect in 2006 
NA = not available 

 
 
 
 
 



CHAPTER IV 
Air Quality 

 IV-105 Environmental Analysis  

 
 

As discussed previously, the federal and state governments have each established their 
own ambient air quality standards. Counties and metropolitan areas are classified as 
being in attainment or non-attainment with respect to these federal and state ambient 
standards. An area’s classification is determined by comparing actual monitored air 
pollutant concentrations with state and federal standards. The SJVAB classified in 1990 
by the federal Clean Air Act as serious non-attainment status for the 1-hour ozone 
standard, and was given an attainment date of November 15, 1999. When the SJVAB 
failed to attain the standard, EPA reclassified the SJVAB from “serious” to “severe” 
status effective December 10, 2001. The final notice reclassifying the SJVAB to “severe” 
status set a new attainment deadline of November 15, 2005. This required a new State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) by May 31, 2002. After considerable discussion and public 
input the SJVAPCD Board requested an “extreme” designation before a formal EPA 
decision-making board. The request was granted and the SJVAB designation was 
changed from “severe” to “extreme” With the designation of “extreme” the attainment 
date was revised to 2010. The region is also in non-attainment with the state PM10, PM2.5, 
and O3 standards. 
 
Global Climate Change 
In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
to evaluate the impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that nations could 
implement to curtail global climate change.  In 1992, the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change established an agreement with the goal of controlling 
GHG emissions, including CH4. 
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As a result, the Climate Change Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of 
GHG in the United States.  The plan consists of more than 50 voluntary programs. 
 
Currently, the U.S. EPA does not regulate GHG emissions.  In Massachusetts v. 
U.S. EPA, decided April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that U.S. EPA has the 
authority to regulate GHG emissions from cars and trucks under the Clean Air Act.  
However, the court did not decide whether U.S. EPA is required to regulate GHG 
emissions, or may exercise discretion to not regulate at this time.  In any event, U.S. EPA 
has not adopted any regulations to date regulating emissions of GHG. 
 
Contrary to the federal government’s position on GHG emissions, in 2005, Governor 
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which set forth a series of target 
dates by which statewide emissions of GHG would be progressively reduced, as follows: 
 

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 
• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 
• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

In August of 2006, the California legislature enacted the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 [Assembly Bill No. 32; California Health and Safety Code 
Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32], which requires the CARB to design 
and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and 
cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (which 
represents roughly a 25 percent reduction relative to the current emission levels). 
 
AB32 defines GHG emissions as all of the following gases:  CO2, CH4, N2O, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.  This law establishes the 
first enforceable statewide program in the United States to cap all GHG emissions from 
major industries that includes penalties for noncompliance.  While acknowledging that 
national and international actions will be necessary to fully address the issue of global 
warming, AB 32 lays out a program to inventory and reduce GHG emissions in 
California and from power generation facilities located outside the state that serve 
California residents and businesses. 
 
AB 32 establishes a timetable for the CARB to adopt emission limits, rules, and 
regulations designed to achieve the intent of the Act, as follows (CARB, 2006b): 
 

• Publish a list of discrete early action GHG emission reduction measures by June 30, 
2007. 

• Establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020, equivalent to the 1990 emissions 
level by January 1, 2008. 

• Adopt mandatory reporting rules for significant sources of GHGs by January 1, 2008. 
• Adopt a scoping plan by January 1, 2009, indicating how GHG emission reductions 

will be achieved from significant GHG sources via regulations, market-based 
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compliance mechanisms and other actions, including the recommendation of a de 
minimis threshold for GHG emissions, below which emission reduction requirements 
would not apply. 

• Adopt regulations by January 1, 2011 to achieve the maximum technologically feasible 
and cost-effective reductions in GHGs, including provisions for using both market-
based and alternative compliance mechanisms. 

• Establish January 1, 2012 as the date by which all regulations adopted prior to 
January 1, 2010 are to become operative (enforceable). 

 
As directed by AB 32, CARB has developed a series of “Early Action Measures” to 
reduce GHG emissions.  The intent of these measures is to make a substantial 
contribution to the overall 2020 statewide GHG emission reduction goal.  The early 
action measures are divided into three groups as follows: 
 

• Group 1:  Three new GHG-only regulations are proposed to meet the narrow legal 
definition of “discrete early action GHG reduction measures”:  a low-carbon fuel 
standard, reduction of refrigerant losses from motor vehicle air conditioning system 
maintenance, and increased methane capture from landfills.  These regulations are 
expected to take effect by January 1, 2010. 

• Group 2:  The CARB is initiating work on 23 other GHG emission-reducing measures 
in the 2007-to-2009 time period with rulemaking to occur as soon as possible, where 
applicable.  These GHG measures relate to the following sectors:  agriculture, 
commercial, education, energy efficiency, fire suppression, forestry, oil and gas, and 
transportation. 

• Group 3:  The CARB is initiating work on 10 conventional air pollution controls 
aimed at criteria and toxic air pollutants, but with concurrent climate co-benefits 
through reductions in carbon dioxide or non-Kyoto pollutants (i.e., diesel particulate 
matter, other light-absorbing compounds, and/or ozone precursors) that contribute to 
global warming. 

 
By January 1, 2008, CARB must define the 1990 baseline emissions for California, and 
adopt that baseline as the 2020 statewide emissions cap.  CARB is then to conduct 
rulemaking, culminating in rule adoption by January 1, 2011, for reducing GHG 
emissions to achieve the emissions cap by 2020.  The rules must take effect no later than 
2012.  In designing emission reduction measures, CARB must aim to minimize costs, 
maximize benefits, improve and modernize California’s energy infrastructure, maintain 
electric system reliability, maximize additional environmental and economic co-benefits 
for California, and complement the state’s efforts to improve air quality. 
 
In concurrence with the state’s plans for GHG reductions, CEQA documents must 
address the effect of GHG emissions from new projects.  However, the analytical tools 
required to do so have not been developed.  There is currently no established guidance or 
method to determine the effect on worldwide global warming from a particular increase 
in GHG emissions, or the resulting effects on climate change in a particular locale.  
Accordingly, no CEQA significance threshold has yet been developed to evaluate the 
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impacts of the proposed project, or any project, on global climate change or on the 
environment in California. 
 
The approach used in this report for addressing the significance of GHG is detailed in 
Impact AQ-7In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change to evaluate the impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that 
nations could implement to curtail global climate change. In 1992, the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change agreement with the goal of controlling 
greenhouse gas emissions including methane. 
 
As a result, the Climate Change Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of 
greenhouse gases in the United States. The plan consists of more than 50 voluntary 
programs.  
 
Additionally, the Montreal Protocol was originally signed in 1987 and substantially 
amended in 1990 and 1992. The Montreal Protocol stipulates that the production and 
consumption of compounds that deplete ozone in the stratosphere-chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFCs), halons, carbon tetrachloride, and methyl chloroform were to be phased out by 
2000 (2005 for methyl chloroform).  
 
On August 30, 2006, Assembly Bill-32 (AB32), the Global Warming Solutions Act, was 
promulgated by the state of California. The Act caps California’s greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions at 1990 levels by 2020. This agreement represents the first enforceable state-
wide program in the U.S. to cap all GHG emissions from major industries that includes 
penalties for non-compliance. The bill requires the CARB to establish a program for 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions reporting and to monitor and enforce compliance 
with this program. The bill authorizes the state board to adopt market-based compliance 
mechanisms including cap-and-trade, and allows a one-year extension of the targets 
under extraordinary circumstances. The Industrial Park as a whole will have to comply 
with regulations pertaining to AB-32. 
 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

At the regional level, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD 
or District) regulates air quality by establishing regional air quality regulations, 
permitting stationary sources, and planning activities related to air quality. The District is 
also responsible for enforcing and implementing all federal and state air quality 
standards. Through its Enhanced CEQA Review Program, the District has developed a 
three-tiered approach for analyzing land use projects that generate air pollutants. As part 
of the program, the District has also developed recommended thresholds of significance 
for both short-term and long-term air pollutant emissions. Projects with the potential to 
generate emissions exceeding the thresholds would have a significant impact on air 
quality. These significance thresholds are discussed in Section 4.2.4. 
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Under Rule 2010 of the SJVAPCD regulations, any person constructing, altering, 
replacing, or operating any source that emits, may emit, or may reduce emissions, must 
obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and a Permit to Operate (PTO).  
 
Sources requiring ATCs must comply with Rule 2201 (New and Modified Source 
Review). This rule requires sources that have a Potential to Emit (PTE) more than two 
(2) pounds of any criteria pollutant in any one day, to install Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) unless specifically otherwise exempted by the rule. BACT is the 
most stringent control technique or limitation that has been achieved in practice for the 
same type of source, or a control technique or limitation that SJVUACPD has found to 
be cost effective and technologically feasible.  
 
In addition, where proposed modification of an existing source will result in total 
emissions (existing plus proposed project) that exceed any of the following thresholds 
(Rule 2201 Section 4.5.3), the source must offset the emissions in excess of these 
thresholds: 
 

• VOC – 10 tons per year 

• NOX – 10 tons per year 

• CO (attainment areas) – 100 tons per year 

• SOX – 27.4 375 tons per year 

• PM10 – 14.6 tons per year 

Offsets, as defined in SJVAPCD Rules 2201 and 2301, are an actual reduction of 
emissions from an emission unit that may be used to mitigate an emission increase as part 
of the same stationary source. Offsets are applied to the source so that the total emissions 
within the SJVAPCD remain consistent with SJVAPCD air quality attainment plans. The 
amount of offsets required for new and modified sources is discussed Rule 2201 (Section 
4.68). Offsets are required on a 1-to-1 or greater ratio depending on the source and where 
the offsets are obtained. Therefore, under certain circumstances, offsets greater than the 
project related emissions might be needed. Facilities not subject to District Rule 2201 
will be subject to District Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review. 

The following is a discussion of other SJVAPCD air quality regulations that are 
applicable to this project.  
 
Rule 2010: Permit Required. This rule applies to any facility which plans to or does 
operate, construct, alter, or replace any source operation, which may emit any 
contaminants or may reduce the emission of air contaminants.  An Authority to Construct 
(ATC) application for the Rose City Renewables’ ethanol facility located at 29388 and 
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2905 Jackson Avenue, Wasco has been submitted to SJAPCD before this DEIR 
submission.  All other facilities within the proposed Industrial Park need prepare permit 
applications and submit to SJVAPCD if the permits are required. 
 
Rule 2520: Federally Mandated Operating Permits. Facilities within the Industrial 
Park will apply for a Title V operating permit, where necessary. This Title V permit will 
be issued once the District has issued the ATCs for the new production facilities within 
the Industrial Park.  
 
The SJVAPCD does not have authority to issue permits under the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) program in 40 CFR Part 51. Therefore, the facilities 
within the Industrial Park may have to submit a PSD Permit Application to the USEPA 
Region IX. Once this has been approved and permit conditions established, these 
conditions will also be included in the Title V operating permit. 

Rule 4001: New Source Performance Standards. New Source Performance Standards 
(NSPS, 40 CFR Part 60) have been delegated by USEPA to the District. Please refer to 
the discussions of these applicable NSPS in the sections above for federal rules.  

Rule 4002: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. In the event 
that any portion of an existing building will be renovated, partially demolished or 
removed, the proposed Industrial Park project will be subject to this rule.  Under this rule, 
prior to any demolition activity, an asbestos survey of existing structures on the project 
site may be required to identify the presence of any asbestos containing building material 
(ACBM).  In accordance with CAL-OSHA requirements, a certified asbestos contractor 
must remove any identified ACBM having the potential for disturbance.   National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants have been delegated by USEPA to the 
District. Please refer to the discussion of these applicable NESHAP in the sections above 
for federal rules. 

Rule 4101: Visible Emissions. Rule 4101 states that no person shall discharge any air 
contaminant that is as dark as or darker than 20 percent opacity for more than three 
minutes in one hour.  

Rule 4102: Nuisance. Under Rule 4102, no air contaminant shall be released into the 
atmosphere that causes a public nuisance. The rule prohibits discharge of air 
contaminants that could cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public. An 
offensive odor can be considered a nuisance or annoyance. If the project or construction 
of the project creates a public nuisance, it could be in violation and be subject to 
SJVAPCD’s enforcement action. 

Rule 4103: Open Burning.  This rule regulates the use of open burning and specifies the 
types of materials that may be open burned.  Agricultural material shall not be burned 
when the land use is converting from agricultural material to non-agricultural purposes 
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(e.g., commercial, industrial, institutional, or residential uses).  Section 5.1 of this rule 
also prohibits the burning of trees and other vegetative (non-agricultural) material 
whenever the land is being developed for non-agricultural purpose.  If the project or 
construction of the project burned or burns agricultural material, it would be in violation 
of the rule and be subject to SJVAPCD’s enforcement action. 

Rule 4201: Particulate Matter Concentration. The purpose of this rule is to protect the 
ambient air quality particulate standards. It applies to all sources that discharge dust, 
fumes, or total particulate matter. Discharges into the atmosphere from any single source 
operation may not exceed 0.1 grain per dry standard cubic foot.  

Rule 4202: Particulate Matter Emission Rate. The purpose of this rule is to protect the 
ambient air quality particulate standards. It applies to all sources that emit or may emit 
particulate matter. Discharges into the atmosphere from any single source operation may 
not exceed the process weight-based limitations specified in the rule.  

Rule 4301: Fuel Burning Equipment. Under Rule 4301, no fuel burning equipment 
may discharge combustion contaminants to the atmosphere in a concentration exceeding 
0.1 grain per cubic foot of gas, calculated to 12 percent of carbon dioxide at dry standard 
conditions, at the point of discharge. Note that fuel-burning equipment is defined as “any 
furnace, boiler, apparatus, stack, and all appurtenances thereto, used in the process of 
burning fuel for the primary purpose of producing heat or power by indirect heat 
transfer.” Flares are exempt under Section 4.1.  

Rule 4305: Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Heaters, Phase II. See the 
discussion of Rule 4306. 

Rule 4306: Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Heaters, Phase III. Refinery units 
between 5 and 65 MMBtu/hr must comply with 30 ppmv NOX and 400 ppmv CO. 
Refinery units between 65 and 110 MMBtu/hr must comply with 25 ppmv NOX and 
400 ppmv CO. Refinery units larger than 110 MMBtu/hr must comply with 5 ppmv NOX 
and 400 ppmv CO. Load-following units must meet 15 ppmv NOX and 400 ppmv CO. 
These limitations are at least as stringent as the requirements of Rules 4305 and 4351. 

The operator of any unit subject to the applicable emission limits shall install and 
maintain an operational, APCO-approved Continuous Emissions Monitoring System 
(CEMS) for NOX, CO, and oxygen, or implement an APCO-approved Alternate 
Monitoring System. An APCO approved CEMS shall comply with the requirements of 
40 CFR Part 51, 40 CFR Parts 60.7 and 60.13 (except subsection h), 40 CFR Part 60 
Appendix B (Performance Specifications) and 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix F (Quality 
Assurance Procedures), and applicable provisions of Rule 1080 (Stack Monitoring). An 
APCO-approved alternate monitoring system shall monitor one or more of the following: 
periodic NOX and CO exhaust emission concentrations, periodic exhaust oxygen 
concentration, flow rate of reducing agent added to exhaust, catalyst inlet and exhaust 
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temperature, catalyst inlet and exhaust oxygen concentration, periodic flue gas 
recirculation rate, or other operational characteristics.  
 
Rule 4351: Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Heaters, Phase I. See the 
discussion of Rule 4306. 
 
Rule 4451: Valves, Pressure Relief Valves, Flanges, Threaded Connections and 
Process Drains at Petroleum Refineries and Chemical Plants. Rule 4451 requires the 
operator of a petroleum refinery or chemical plant to inspect all valves, threaded 
connections, and pressure relief valves (PRVs) for leakage at least once every three (3) 
months and all flanges and process drains handling VOCs shall be inspected at least once 
every 12 months. Each leak detected must be recorded on the inspection record along 
with the date of inspection, component identification number, and actual instrument 
reading. 
 
Rule 4452: Pump and Compressor Seals at Petroleum Refineries and Chemical 
Plants. The purpose of Rule 4452 is to limit leaks from pumps, compressors, and 
associated seals that may result in fugitive emissions of VOC at petroleum refineries and 
chemical plants. Inspection, repair and maintenance schedules, recordkeeping and 
administrative requirements, and test methods are specified.  
 
Rule 4455: Components at Petroleum Refineries, Gas Liquids Processing Facilities 
and Chemical Plants. The purpose of Rule 4455 is to limit VOC leaks from petroleum 
refineries and chemical plants through a fugitive component leak detection and repair 
(LDAR) program.  
 
Rule 4601: Architectural Coatings.  This rule limits volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings by specifying architectural coating storage, clean up and labeling 
requirements and applies to any person who supplies, sells, offer for sells, applies, or 
solicits the application of any architectural coating. 
 
Rule 4621: Gasoline Transfer into Stationary Storage Containers, Delivery Vessels, 
and Bulk Plants. Rule 4621 limits VOC emissions from stationary storage containers, 
delivery vessels, and bulk plants. This applies to the unloading of denaturant (gasoline) 
and loading of denatured ethanol.  
 
Rule 4623: Storage of Organic Liquids. Any organic liquid storage tank with a capacity 
of 1,100 gallons or greater is subject to Rule 4623. This rule limits VOC emissions from 
the storage tanks. 
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Rule 4624: Organic Liquid Loading. The provisions of Rule 4624 apply to organic 
liquid loading facilities that load 4,000 gallons or more in any one day. This rule limits 
VOC emissions from the organic liquid loading facility. 

Rule 4641: Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance 
Operations.  This rule applies to the manufacture and use of cutback asphalt, slow cure 
asphalt, and emulsified asphalt for paving and maintenance operations. 

 
Rule 4801: Sulfur Compounds. Rule 4801 prohibits discharge into the atmosphere of 
sulfur compounds (calculated as SO2) exceeding 0.2 percent by volume (2000 ppmv) on a 
dry basis averaged over 15 consecutive minutes.  

Rule 7012: Hexavalent Chromium Cooling Towers. The purpose of Rule 7012 is to 
limit emissions of hexavalent chromium from circulating water in cooling towers and to 
prohibit the use or sale of products containing these compounds for treating cooling 
tower water. Cooling tower specifications, recordkeeping and monitoring requirements 
are specified in the Rule. Section 4.0 of the Rule provides an exemption if the cooling 
circulation water hexavalent chromium concentration is below 0.15 mg/l or if the tower 
never used hexavalent chromium-containing compounds. 

Regulation VIII: Rule 8011-8081:Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions. These rules are 
designed to reduce PM10 emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by human 
activity, including construction and demolition activities, road construction bulk 
materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, carryout and track out, landfill operations, 
etc.   
 
Rule 8021: Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other 
Earthmoving Activities. The purpose of Rule 8021 is to limit fugitive particulate matter 
emissions during construction activities. The Rule states the fugitive dust control 
measures that must be implemented during construction. The Rule provides a standard 
for visible dust emissions (VDE) and the amount of water or chemical/organic 
stabilizers/suppressants that must be used depending on the VDE levels. The Rule also 
limits the speed of construction equipment. Under Section 6.3.1 of this rule, the proposed 
Industrial Park project will submit a Dust Control Plan.  The project construction 
activities will not commence until the SJVAPCD has approved the Dust Control Plan. 
 
California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 93115: Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition (CI) Engines. Stationary 
compression ignition engines are required to use CARB Diesel Fuel and meet the Off-
Road Compression Ignition Engine Standards for off-road engines at the time of 
acquisition (e.g., Tier 3 in 2006), which will also meet the minimum PM standard of 0.15 
g/bhp-hr. Each engine will be limited to less than 50 hours per year of operation for 
maintenance and testing purposes, in accordance with the provisions of the ATCM. 
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Rule 9510: Indirect Source Review and Mitigation Fee. This rule was adopted to 
reduce the impacts of growth in emissions from all new development in the San Joaquin 
Valley.  This rule requires applicants subject to the rule to provide the information that 
enable the SJVAPCD to quantify construction, area, and operational PM10 and NOX 
emissions, and potentially mitigate a portion of those emissions.  This rule also requires 
construction exhaust emissions to be reduced by 20% for NOX and 45 % for PM10 and 
operational emissions to be reduced by 33.3% for NOX and 50 % for PM10 when 
compared to the statewide fleet averageIndirect sources are land uses that attract or 
generate motor vehicle trips. Indirect sources are a source of many pollutants, principally 
PM10, ROGs, and NOX. In December 2005, the SJVAPCD adopted the indirect source 
rule (Rule 9510). The purpose of Rule 9510 is to reduce emissions of NOX and PM10 
from new development projects. The rule applies to development projects that seek to 
gain a discretionary approval for projects that, upon full buildout, would include any one 
of the following: 50 residential units, 2,000 square feet of commercial spaces, 25,0000 
square feet of industrial space, 25,000 square feet of medical office space, 39,000 square 
feet if general office space, 9,000 square feet of educational space, 10,000 square feet of 
government space, 20,000 square feet of recreational space, or 9,000 square feet of 
uncategorized space. The rule also applies to any transportation project where 
construction emissions result in a total of 2 tons of NOX or PM10. Based on the 
anticipated construction details (See Section 4.2.3.1), the construction emissions are 
expected to exceed 2 tons of NOX and PM10 and Rule 9510 should be applicable to this 
project. The appropriate fees will be paid as part of the permitting process with the 
SJVAPCD.  
 
LOCAL 

Wasco General Plan 
The Wasco City Council adopted the Wasco General Plan in August 2002. This plan 
expresses that the City’s goals, policies and implementation measures will match those 
set by SJVAPCD that relate to reduction and mitigation of air quality impacts. 
 

2. Consideration and Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts 

The following information is provided in accordance with Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

a. Environmental Thresholds Identified by CEQA: 

This subsection provides the criteria used to determine if the proposed Project or its 
alternative would have the potential to result in significant impacts to the public or the 
environment. The CEQA Environmental Checklist state that a project would have 
significant impacts on land use and planning if it would: 
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i. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

ii. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

iii. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) 

iv. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

v. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

 
b. Threshold(s) of Significance Adopted in This EIR: 

The Air Quality Section is qualitatively analyzed using the federal, state, and local 
regulations presented in sub-section 1.e of this Section. After consideration of the 
evaluation methods suggested by CEQA and the Professional Practice Standards, the 
thresholds of significance adopted for this EIR are as follows: 
 
i. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

ii. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

iii. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) 

iv. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

v. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

Although it is not defined what industrial facilities will be constructed at the Industrial 
Park, each of the future facilities will be held to implement mitigation measures in such a 
fashion that proposed Project will not have a significant impact based on items i, iv, and 
v from the CEQA Checklist above.  Therefore, only items ii and iii are adopted as 
Thresholds of Significance for this EIR. 
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c. Direct Impacts & Indirect Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 

Impact AQ-1: Increase in Ozone Precursor and PM10-Related Emissions from 
Construction 
 
The proposed Project Industrial Park would result in new construction activity, which 
would generate emission of criteria air pollutants emissions. The primary emission 
sources during construction will include exhaust from heavy construction equipment and 
worker vehicles and fugitive dust generated in areas disturbed by grading, excavating, 
and erection of facility structures.The primary source of PM10 would be entrainment of 
fugitive dust and construction equipment exhaust. The construction equipment exhaust 
would also generate ozone precursor emissions of ROGs and NOX. To quantify these 
construction related emissions, the URBEMIS2007 model (Version 9.2.2) was used.  As 
described in the Project Description (Section II), there is no clear construction schedule 
for buildout of the Industrial Park and the locations of other possible land uses within the 
Industrial Park is unknown. Under these circumstances, a series of possible construction 
scenarios and potential land use acreages were postulated in order to evaluate a range of 
potential pollutant emissions due to this project.  The highest annual emissions among 
those calculated for the selected scenarios were then used for comparison with 
SJVAPCD significance levels for construction emissions.  Detailed information on each 
of these scenarios, including the assumptions and calculations used to quantify emissions 
of criteria air pollutants can be found in Appendix G of the Final EIR. 
 

a) Scenario 1: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of 
371.78 acres (16,195 sq ft) of "Warehouse" facilities during 2008. 

b) Scenario 2: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of 
208.19 acres of "General light industry" facilities  during 2008. 

c) Scenario 3: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of 
104.10 acres of "General heavy industry" facilities during  2008. 

d) Scenario 4: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of 
594.84 acres of "Industrial Park" facilities during 2008. 

e) Scenario 5: Assumed the project will only start and complete the construction 
during 2008 of 10% each of the planned buildouts acreages  for  "Warehouses", 
"General light industry", "General heavy industry", and "Industrial park". 

 
The URBEMIS2007 model results indicated that Scenario 1 has the potential to result in 
the highest annual emissions of all criteria pollutants.  Additional URBEMIS2007 model 
runs were conducted separately to estimate the emissions associated with the 
construction of railroad facilities to serve the entire Industrial park, which were included 
in each of the scenarios defined above.  Table AQ-6 shows the combined emissions 
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estimates for Scenario 1 and associated with the construction equipment and the 
emissions associated with entrained fugitive dust.. 

 

TABLE AQ-6 
UNMITIGATED MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED ANNUAL CRITERIA POLLUTANT 

EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO SO2 
Vehicle Exhaust from Worker Trips 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.7  

Equipment Exhaust 192.179.1 168.4462.6 6.452.6 250.5672.0 0.3 

Fugitive Dust -0.0 -0.0 45.5316.6 -0.0  
Total 192.179.1 168.4462.7 51.9819.2 250.5673.7 0.3 

Significance Threshold 10 10 14.615 100NA 27.375 
1. Results from URBEMIS2007 9.2.2 
2. Significance Thresholds from SJVAPCD Rule 2201-4.5.32 

 
As shown in Table AQ-6 shows, the project’s estimated construction emissions of ROG, 
NOX, and PM10 and CO before mitigation would exceed the SJVAPCD significance 
thresholds. Consequently, the air quality impacts of the project’s construction phase are 
considered to be potentially significant. However, it should be noted that this result is 
based on very conservative assumptions that have been made owing to the current lack of 
specific information regarding the scheduling of construction activities and the nature of 
the facilities that will ultimately be located in the proposed Industrial Park. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  The control measures identified in SJVAPCD Rule 8021 and the 
controls discussed below under Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a will reduce fugitive dust. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1-b will reduce the construction equipment exhaust emissions. 
The following mitigation measures are to achieve construction exhaust emission 
reductions of 20 percent for NOx and 45 percent for PM10 as identified by SJVAPCD 
Rule 9510. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a. Implement the following control measures to reduce 
fugitive dust emissions.  

a) All disturbed areas not being actively utilized for construction purposes, shall be 
effectively stabilized of to minimize dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative 
ground cover. 

b) All unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of against dust emissions 
using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 
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• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, 
cut & fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of 
fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of water or by presoaking. 

• If materials are transported offsite, all material shall be covered or 
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions. At least six inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained. 

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud 
or dirt from adjacent public streets, at a minimum, at the end of each 
workday. 

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the 
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of 
fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more feet 
from the site and at the end of each workday. 

• Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, such as this Site, shall 
prevent carryout and trackout. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

• Install windbreaks at windward side(s) of construction areas. 

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity to 
no more than 10 acres at any one time. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1-b. Implement control measures to reduce equipment exhaust 
emissions during construction. Potentially feasible control measures are listed below: 
 

• Use diesel-engine driven construction equipment equipped with one of the 
following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low NOX exhaust 
catalytic equipment or with engines certified by the SJVAPCD to provide 
equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 2 engines as certified by CARB 
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• Use fuel alternatives to diesel for the construction equipment (e.g., 
biodiesel) 

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minute maximum) 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling activities to reduce 
short-term impacts) 

• Use on-road engines for off-road trucks 

• Minimize obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways 

• During all grading and construction activities, at least 10 percent of the 
diesel engine-driven construction equipment on site shall be equipped with 
one of the following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low NOX 
exhaust catalytic equipment or with engines certified by the SJVAPCD to 
provide equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 2 engines as certified by 
CARB. All remaining diesel engine-driven construction equipment not 
equipped with such engines shall have diesel particulate filters and lean-
NOX catalysts (or equivalent control devices) 

Level of Significance: Potentially Significant after Mitigation 
The URBEMIS2007 model was rerun to incorporate the above mitigation measures, 
while otherwise retaining the same construction scenarios and assumptions used for the 
unmitigated case.  Table AQ-7 presents the estimated maximum mitigated emissions due 
to project construction. Comparison with Table AQ-6 shows that the assumed mitigation 
measures will reduce overall PM10 emissions by more than 75%, but would result in 
relatively modest reductions in gaseous pollutants.  Additional construction emission 
reductions for all pollutants could be realized by phasing the development of specific 
projects throughout the proposed Industrial Park to a greater degree than has been 
assumed in this analysis. 

TABLE AQ-7  
MITIGATED MAXIMUM CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS  

DURING CONSTRUCTION (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO SO2 
Equipment Exhaust 174.82 166.61 6.10 250.56 0.3
Fugitive Dust - - 5.99 - 
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Total 174.82 166.61 12.09 250.56 0.3
Significance Threshold 10 10 14.6 100 27.375

Results from URBEMIS2007 9.2.2 
                 Significance Thresholds from SJVAPCD Rule 2201-4.5.3 

The following additional mitigation measures were selected in URBEMIS2007:  
 a. Water exposed surfaces 2 times daily 
 b. Use 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 
 c. Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel 

d. Use 1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF)With the proposed mitigation measures NOx and PM10 
emissions are expected to decrease. URBEMIS2002 was used to estimate the mitigated 
emissions. Table AQ-7 presents the mitigated emissions from this project. 
 

TABLE AQ-7  
MITIGATED MAXIMUM POLLUTANT EMISSIONS  

DURING CONSTRUCTION (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO 
Vehicle Exhaust from Worker Trips 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.7 

Equipment Exhaust 9.1 50.1 0.5 72.0 

Fugitive Dust 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 

Total 9.1 50.1 8.8 73.7 

Significance Threshold 10 10 15 NA 
Results from URBEMIS2002 
The following mitigation measures were selected in URBEMIS2002:  

 a. Water exposed surfaces 3 times daily 
 b. Use lean NOx catalysts on diesel equipment 
 c. Use diesel particulate filters 
 

Level of Significance: Significant and Unavoidable. 
 
The results show that Tthe mitigation measures would be able to reduce the impact from 
the PM10 emissions to less than significant levels. However, the estimated ROG, CO, and 
NOx levels are still likely to exceed the threshold remain above their respective 
significance thresholds. Therefore, construction impacts after mitigation would be 
temporary, significant and unavoidable.   
 
Impact AQ-2: The Project Would Result in an Increase in Ozone Precursor and 
PM10-related Criteria Emissions from Operation 

Operation of the proposed project would generate PM10, and ozone precursors (ROGs 
and NOX), CO, and SO2)emissions from stationary, and mobile and area sources 
associated with the facilities that would come into operation within the proposed 
Industrial Park.  Stationary emissions from the various operational sources (stacks) are 
from the two 60 MGD ethanol production plants and other stack sources associated with 
the assumed acreages for light and heavy industry.  Stationary emissions associated with 
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the two planned 60 million gallon per day ( 60 MGD) ethanol production plants could be 
estimated in considerable detail using data developed for a similarly sized ethanol 
production facility proposed in Hanford by Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger 
Group, 2007).  The ethanol plants at the Rose City Industrial Park are assumed to have 
the same emissions of air pollutants as the Great Valley Ethanol plant, which were 
estimated based on an assumption that 80% of the corn fuel for the plant would be 
transported to the site by train with 20% arriving by truck from local sources. Ozone 
precursor emissions include ROGs and NOX. 
 
Lacking similarly specific information regarding the other industrial facilities that may 
be in future operation in the proposed Industrial Park, linear scaling of the ethanol plant 
stack emissions, based on comparative acreages planned for light and heavy industries 
was used to obtain reasonable estimates for other stack sources that may operate within 
the Industrial Park. Details regarding the approach used to obtain the operational 
emissions are discussedcan be found in Appendix EG of the Final EIR.  The estimated 
stationary sourcesemissions from two ethanol production plants and the assumed stack 
sources associated with the other future light and heavy industries throughout the 
proposed Industrial Park the facility are shown in Table AQ-8.  
 

TABLE AQ-8 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FROM  

PROJECT RELATED STATIONARY SOURCES (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 
      

Two (2) Ethanol Production 
Plants (20 acreas 
each)Ethanol Production 
Plants (each) 

31.1814.10 18.947.80 11.629.30 38.4237.90 1.04 

Other Light and Heavy 
Industries (312 acres)Total 
Stationary Sources 

243.4328.20 147.8715.60 90.7218.60 299.9675.80 8.12 

Total Stationary Sources 274.61 166.81 102.34 338.38 9.16 
 

As is discussed in Section 1.e, the Industrial Park would be required to obtain offsets 
equal to for emissions summarized in Table AQ-8 at a ratio of at least 1.3 to 1 per 
SJVAPCD rules. Therefore, the emissions from proposed individual Project-related 
stationary sources would be permitted individually with offsets consistent with 
SJVAPCD air quality plans.  
 
In addition to the emissions from onsite stationary sources, the proposed Industrial Park 
would produce mobile and area source emissions. Table AQ-9 provides a summary of the 
estimated emissions from mobile sources. Space heating and trip generation emissions 
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for all assumed land uses throughout the Industrial Park were estimated by means of the 
URBEMIS2007 model using the assumed areas related to each land use category. Mobile 
sources were divided into three categories: (1) vehicles traveling to and from the two 
ethanol production plants, (2) vehicles traveling to and from other Industrial Park 
facilities, and (3) locomotive emissions associated with trains serving the proposed 
facilities.   
 
Area sources (primarily emissions due to space heating and surface coating) were divided 
into two categories: those occurring within the two ethanol production plants and those  
occurring elsewhere within the industrial park.  The mobile source emissions to and from 
the two ethanol production plants and the area source emissions within the two ethanol 
production plants were estimated based on the emissions inventory developed for the 
Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007).  The vehicular and area source 
emissions from operation of the rest of the Industrial Park were estimated by the 
URBEMIS2007 model assuming full development of the proposed Rose City Industrial 
Park.  Locomotive emissions from trains visiting the industrial park were estimated using 
EPA emission factors and trip numbers and trip lengths within the SJVAPCD jurisdiction 
consistent with the Project Description.  Table AQ-9 and AQ-10 summarize the 
estimated emissions from operational mobile and area sources.  Mobile sources were 
divided into two categories: on-road mobile sources and off-road mobile sources. On-
road mobile sources will most likely be composed of delivery trucks and employee 
vehicles. Off-road mobile sources were the locomotives used to transport corn. Details 
regarding the methodology used to calculate these mobile source emissions are provided 
in Appendix EG of the Final EIR.  
 

TABLE AQ-9 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT RELATED MOBILE 

SOURCE EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO SO2 
Two (2) Ethanol 
Production Plants (20 
acres each) 

7.36 111.62 10.36 42.42 0.14 

Remaining Facilities 
(1,279 acres) 223.57 359.34 158.14 2,552.62 1.58 

Locomotive Emissions2 1.51 32.37 1.2 4.82 0.04 
Total Mobile Sources 232.44 503.33 169.70 2,599.86 1.76 
1.Calculated with URBEMIS2007 9.2.2 
2. Calculated with emission factors from Technical Highlights: Emission Factors for Locomotives (EPA420-F-97-051), U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, December 1997. 
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TABLE AQ-10 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT RELATED AREA SOURCE 

EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO SO2 
Two (2) Ethanol 
Production Plants (20 
acres each) 

0.18 0.30  0.54  

the rest of industrial 
park (1,279 acres)1 38.44 0.59 - 0.49 - 

Total Area Sources 38.62 0.89 - 1.03 - 
1.CALCULATED WITH URBEMIS2007 9.2.2 

TABLE AQ-9 
MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) 

Source ROG NOX PM10 CO 
On-Road Mobile Source 1 6.01 21.46 6.69 60.61 
Off-Road Mobile Source 2 1.29 8.55 0.32 2.05 

Total Mobile Source  7.30 30.01 7.01 62.66 
1.Calculated with URBEMIS2002 
2. Calculated with emission factors from Table 4.2-7 in and assumptions listed in Section 4.2.3.1 Appendix E. 

Total emissions generated as a result of operations of the proposed Industrial Park are 
were compared with the emission thresholds defined in Section 1.e. to determine the level 
of significance of the proposed project’s air quality impacts. The total operational 
emissions, corresponding to full buildout of the Industrial Park, including stationary 
sources, trucks, locomotives and employee vehicles that will result from the project in 
2008 are summarized in Table AQ-1011. These emissions were calculated based on the 
conservative assumption that all of the facilities that will ultimately occupy the Project’s 
1640 acres will be operating at maximum capacity at some point in the future. 

TABLE AQ-10 
SUMMARY OF TOTAL STATIONARY AND MOBILE  

EMISSIONS FOR 2008 (TONS/YEAR) 

Project Component ROG1 NOX PM10 CO 
Stationary Sources 28.20 15.60 18.60 75.80 

Mobile Sources 7.30 30.01 7.01 62.66 
Total 35.50 45.61 25.61 138.46 
Significance Threshold 10 10 15 NA 
Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes NA 

1. Assuming reactive organic compounds (ROG) is equivalent to volatile organic compounds (VOC) 
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TABLE AQ-11 

SUMMARY OF TOTAL STATIONARY, AREA, AND MOBILE SOURCE  
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) 

Project Component ROG1 NOX PM10 CO SO2 
Stationary Sources 274.61 166.81 102.34 338.38 9.16 
Mobile Sources 232.44 503.33 169.70 2,599.86 1.76 
Area Sources 38.62 0.89 - 1.03 - 
Total 545.67  671.03  272.05  2,939.26 10.91 
Significance 
Threshold 10 10 14.6 100 27.375 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
1. Assuming reactive organic compounds (ROG) is equivalent to volatile organic compounds (VOC) 

 
The following mitigation measures are to achieve operation exhaust emissions of 33 
percent for NOx and 50 percent for PM10 as identified by SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-a.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest emission 
standards including those equipped with after-treatment devices to reduce NOX.  
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-b.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest emission 
standards including those equipped with after-treatment devices to reduce PM10 and 
ROG. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-c.  Purchase low-emission, alternatively-fueled or 
electrically-driven, maintenance vehicles and equipment. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-d.  Implement a carpool/vanpool program, e.g., carpool ride-
matching for employees, assistance with vanpool formation, provision of vanpool 
vehicles, etc. 

 
Note that adherence to SJVAPCD guidelines on Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) will be a firm requirement of Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate process 
that will be required for any substantial industrial project that may be included in the 
proposed Industrial Park. However, due to the in the estimation of emissions from future 
sources of air pollutants, it is not possible to quantify the extent to which the emissions 
shown in Table AQ-11 will be reduced by these controls: Best Available Control 
Technologies (BACT) features being utilized to meet SJVAPCD requirements are 
outlined in Table AQ-11.  

 
TABLE AQ-11 
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BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES UTILIZED BY PROJECT 
 

Emission Source BACT 
Hammer Mills Baghouse 

Grain Screening  Bin Baghouse 

Fermentation  Wet Scrubber 

Distillation  Wet Scrubber 

Cooling Towers  Drift Eliminator 

Steam Boilers  Ultra-low NOx Burners 

Ethanol Loadout (fugitive) Flare 

Ethanol Storage Tanks Floating Roof 

 
Level of Significance: Potentially Significant after MitigationSignificant and 
Unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of BACT and Mitigation Measures AQ-2-a through AQ-2-d will reduce 
the operational air quality impacts. However, the extent to which the mitigation measures 
and BACT technology can reduce emissions cannot be quantified Therefore, the 
mitigated emissions are considered to have a significant and unavoidable impact on air 
quality. 
 
Impact AQ-3: The Project would result in an increase in local ambient 
concentrations of CO at nearby intersections 

The project-related traffic impact to nearby intersections is analyzed in Section M 
(Transportation and Traffic). Based on this analysis, the proposed Industrial Park is 
expected to generate 2,802 additional trips. The additional traffic will decrease the LOS 
of several intersections in the project vicinity. For short-term conditions, the only 
intersection where the LOS will remain at F even with the proposed traffic mitigations 
(Transportation and Traffic) is the J Street and State Route 46 intersection.  

The CO concentration at this intersection is the most likely to exceed ambient air quality 
standards and therefore, a CO screening analysis was performed for it. The methodology 
used for this CO analysis is briefly discussed in Section M. The complete CO calculation 
is provided in Appendix I. Table AQ-12 below provides the results of this screening 
analysis. 
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TABLE AQ-12 
LOCALIZED CO CONCENTRATIONS 

Intersection 
Existing 

1-HR / 8-HR 
Near-Term No Project 

1-HR / 8-HR 
Near-Term With Project 

1-HR / 8-HR 
    

J St. & SR-46 7.9 / 4.9 8.3 / 5.1 8.3 / 5.1 

    
1. Values were calculated with CALINE4. Details of the model input are included in Appendix EG of the Final EIR. 

 
 

The results show that the CO concentrations are below the ambient air quality standards. 
Therefore, the Industrial Park is not expected to have a significant impact on localized 
CO concentrations.  No mitigation is required. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. 

Impact AQ-4: Project would result in a direct and indirect increase of toxic 
emissions  

The proposed Industrial Park has the potential to emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
Sources of TAC would include diesel generators and diesel powered vehicles. There may 
also be some additional TAC emissions from industrial processes that are not known at 
this time. However,  
 
tThe SJVAPCD limits emissions of and public exposure to TACs through a number of 
programs and regulations. Stationary sources within the South Merced Specific Plan Rose 
City Industrial Park will comply with all of the SJVAPCD regulations in order to limit 
TAC emissions. Some of the programs and regulations are briefly described below: 
 

• Regulations II, Rule 2201: Rule 2201 establishes requirements for new or 
modified sources.  These requirements include the use of best available control 
technology (BACT) on sources that have the potential to emit more than 2 pounds 
per day of any criteria pollutant. Rule 2201 also requires that new or modified 
sources obtain a permit to operate from the SJVAPCD. As part of the permitting 
process, the SJVAPCD performs a hotspot analysis. This analysis evaluates if the 
proposed source should be classified as a high-risk facility. High risk facilities 
have emission sources that cause a cancer risk greater than or equal to 10 in a 
million or total hazard index greater than or equal to 1.0 at a sensitive receptor.. 
High-risk facilities are required to install Toxic Best Available Control 
Technology (TBACT) to reduce risks to below significance. If a significant 
impact remains after TBACT is implemented, the permit may not be issued unless 
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it meets the discretionary approval criteria of the SJVAPCD Risk Management 
Policy for Permitting New and Modified Sources.  

 
• Regulation VII: This regulation was developed to limit the emissions of several 

different TACs from several specific processes.  
 

As noted below, a screening level HRA was conducted for a 60 MGD ethanol production 
plant using TAC emissions data prepared by Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger 
Group, 2007).  Upon review of the emission and modeling data prepared for that project, 
it is clear that two source groupings will account for most of the TAC emissions and 
health risks: 
 

• Stack sources within the ethanol manufacturing facility (primarily a regenerative 
thermal oxidizer, but also several boilers and miscellaneous other fuel combustion 
sources); and 

• Locomotives associated with freight trains delivering raw materials for the 
ethanol plant and transporting facility products to market destinations. 

 
Emissions from all stack sources within the ethanol plant were conservatively combined 
into a single stack.  Annual locomotive emissions of diesel particulates were represented 
by a series of 154 point sources arrayed around a loop surrounding the ethanol plant  
 
Screening HRA procedures were employed to evaluate the potential risks to human 
health associated with the same types of sources at an ethanol production plant in the 
Rose City Industrial Park.  However, since the locations and layouts of these facilities 
have yet to be determined, an analysis of impacts at specific receptors could not be 
meaningfully attempted. Instead, the selected approach was to estimate the minimum 
separation distance between the important facility sources and human receptors that 
would ensure health risk impacts would be below accepted significance thresholds. The 
specific thresholds used for this purpose are a maximum incremental increase in cancer 
risk of 10 in one million or a chronic or acute non-cancer hazard index of 1.0.  In the 
simple and very conservative methods used for this screening HRA, each of these health 
risk indicators is proportional to predicted maximum concentrations of TACs as 
determined by dispersion modeling. 
 
Separate analyses with the EPA AERMOD dispersion model were conducted to evaluate 
impacts from the combined ethanol plant point sources and from railroad locomotives 
visiting the facility to unload raw materials and load produced ethanol.  A five-year 
record of hourly meteorological data collected in Hanford, California and formatted for 
input to AERMOD was obtained from the SJVAPCD website.   
 
The separate simulations for the locomotive and the stationary stack sources both used a 
unit emission rate of 1 gram per second for the sources to be modeled, and the resulting 
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ground-level concentrations were linearly scaled based on the estimated emissions for 
individual TACs to predict the maximum concentrations for each compound.  Predicted 
one-hour maximum concentrations were used for evaluating acute health effects and 
predicted annual concentrations were used to determine both chronic non-cancer and 
cancer risks.  The concentrations calculated by AERMOD provided the basis for 
estimating the associated health risks due to the modeled sources. 
 
For carcinogens, the maximum inhalation dose for each compound was calculated using 
the highest predicted concentrations and standard parameters to characterize the total 
extent of exposure and respiratory activity.  The dosage calculation was then multiplied 
by the cancer potency factor for the compound to obtain the estimated cancer risk. The 
risks due to all compounds were summed for comparison with the significance threshold 
for new sources of 10 in one million.   
 
Maximum acute and chronic concentrations predicted by AERMOD were divided by 
their respective inhalation Reference Exposure Levels (RELs). Hazard Indices were 
obtained conservatively by summing these ratios over all pollutants with acute or chronic 
effects.  A Hazard Index of less than 1.0 is considered to be below a level of significance. 
 
Because of the linear relationship between modeled concentrations and the cancer and 
non-cancer health indices described above, it is possible to use the modeling results 
obtained in this way to determine the minimum distance the plant’s TAC emission 
sources must be set back from sensitive receptors to avoid a significant impact to human 
health. For the locomotive emissions (3 engines per train, one train per week) the 
maximum predicted incremental cancer risk is below 10 in a million and the maximum 
chronic non-cancer Health Index is below 1.0 for all receptors located at least 30 meters 
from the rail spur.  There is no acute non-cancer REL for diesel particulate emissions. 
 
For the combined stack sources of the ethanol plant, a maximum cancer risk of below 10 
in one million is predicted for any receptor located at most 743 meters from the center of 
the plant, which is at most 0.2 mile from the plant boundary. However, to ensure the 
maximum chronic and acute non-cancer Hazard Indices will be less than 1.0, a source-
receptor distance of at most 250 meters and 364 meters, respectively, is needed, both 
should lie within the ethanol plant boundaries. Most of the predicted non-cancer risk is 
due to emissions of acrolein, primarily from the regenerative thermal oxidizer.  Nearly all 
the predicted cancer risk is attributable to chromium emissions, based on a very 
conservative EPA emission factor for that pollutant in natural gas fired boilers.  
AERMOD input and output files and spreadsheets showing the procedures used to 
convert predicted TAC concentrations to equivalent health risks are provided in 
Appendix G.   
 
The foregoing analysis shows that a single 60 MGD ethanol plant could most likely be 
sited far enough from sensitive receptors to prevent significant health risk impacts. The 
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farm labor camp to the west of the industrial park is located approximately 0.5 miles from 
any industrial park boundaries, 1.0 mile from ethanol site 1 and 1.4 miles from ethanol 
site 2.  In addition, the housing nearest to the industrial park is located approximately 0.2 
mile from the western boundary of the industrial park, 1.1 miles from ethanol site 1 and 
1.2 miles from ethanol site 2.  No attempt was made to model the combined effects of 
two ethanol plants with or without other possible industrial sources, as the assumed 
placement of these sources within the proposed Industrial Park would be speculative at 
this point in time.  Depending on the nature of other projects that may locate in the 
Industrial Park it may be necessary to increase the minimum setback distance of emission 
sources to ensure no public exposure to significant TAC emissions, but there is ample 
room to accomplish this within the footprint of the proposed project.  In addition, each 
individual industrial project with criteria pollutant emissions of 2 lb/day or more will be 
required to obtain an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from SJVAPCD, 
which will include a demonstration that sufficient emission controls are provided to avoid 
a significant health risk due to its emissions of air toxics. A more refined health risk 
analysis would be conducted at that time.As the location of the sources and the emission 
rates of TACs is not currently known, it is difficult, if not impossible, to accurately 
calculate the health risks associated with the project stationary sources. However, 
projects within the industrial park area that have the potential to emit 2 or more pounds 
per day of any criteria pollutant will be required to obtain a permit from the SJVAPCD. 
During this permitting process, it will be determined whether or not the proposed project 
poses a significant risk to sensitive receptors. Those projects that pose a significant risk to 
sensitive receptors, even with the application of TBACT, are not expected to receive a 
permit to construct.  
 
Therefore,Thus, by complying with the SJVAPCD rules and regulations, stationary 
sources generated located within the industrial park would not be considered to pose a 
significant risk.. 
 
Mitigation Measures AQ-4: The primary emission sources for ethanol plants should be 
located at least 743 meters from any sensitive receptors.  Setback distances appropriate to 
other types of emissions sources need to be determined in the permitting process for 
individual facilities.: No mitigation is required. 
 
Level of Significance after Mitigation: Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Impact AQ-5: The Project would expose nearby sensitive receptors to odor 

The proposed Industrial Park is expected to release small quantities of odorous chemicals 
into the atmosphere. Odorous pollutants typically emitted from an ethanol plants, are 
emissions of hydrogen sulfide (H2S), ammonia (NH3), hydrogen chloride (HCl), and 
sulfur dioxide (SO2). The severity of odor impacts from these chemicals depends on 
numerous factors including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed 
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and direction; and sensitivity of the receptor. Most of the odors associated with ethanol 
plants are due to the drying of distillers grain in kilns or ovens to produce dried distillers 
grain or DDG.  This process is used to reduce the cost of transport of the DDG long 
distances. Because the distillers grain only needs to be shipped short distances, the 
proposed facilities in Wasco will only dewater the distillers grain mechanically (belt 
press or centrifuge), which eliminates the great majority of possible odors (no heating of 
the grain). 
 
Following the approach recommended by the SJVAPCD, odors were examined 
qualitatively by the procedure outlined in the SJVAPCD Guide for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) (2002) as follows: 
 

• Identify the location of sensitive receptors (including residences). 

• Compare the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor to the distances in Table 4.2 
of the GAMAQI. If the sensitive receptors are further away than the distances 
given in Table 4.2, no further analysis is required.  

• Obtain any odor complaints against the facility or similar facilities from the local 
District office and the county’s environmental health department. 

• Review the complaints to determine the location of complainants relative to the 
facility. 

• Identify any sensitive receptors at similar distances. 

• Determine if emissions of odoriferous compounds will increase or decrease with 
implementation of the project. 

• Draw any reasonable conclusions as to the probability that the project will 
generate odor complaints based on this analysis of complaint history. 

Table AQ-13 on the following page indicates that the closest sensitive receptor, Teresa 
Burke Elementary School, is approximately 1.06 1.00 miles from the closest ethanol 
plant siteproject vicinity. The nearest other receptors, residences, are 1.1 miles from 
ethanol site 1 and 1.2 miles from ethanol site 2 and the farm labor camp to the west of the 
industrial park is located approximately 1.0 mile from ethanol site 1 and 1.4 miles from 
ethanol site 2.  Based on Table 4.2 of the SJVAPCD GAMAQI, the trigger level distance 
for chemical manufacturing facilities is 1 mile. The No sensitive receptor distance to the 
source of odiferous emissions is above below this trigger level, which suggests that the 
odor impacts are not significant. 

 
To further evaluate the potential odor impact, the SJVAPCD compliance division was 
contacted to obtain any odor complaints filed against facilities similar to those proposed 
by this project. There were two facilities identified as being similar to the project 
facilities: an ethanol plant located in Goshen, CA and a food processing plant located in 
Dinuba. There were no registered odor complaints related to either of the facilities.  
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TABLE AQ-13 

DAY CARE CENTERS, MEDICAL CENTERS,  
NURSING HOMES, SCHOOLS, HOSPITALS AND COLLEGES  

WITHIN APPROXIMATELY 3 MILES OF FENCE LINE  

 Address Distance from Plant 
Name Street Address City State Miles 
Teresa Burke Elementary School 1301 Filburn Street Wasco CA 1.00 
Griffith Place Nursing Home 1371 Griffith Ave Wasco CA 1.06 
Independence High School 1445 Poso Dr Wasco CA 1.17 
St. John's School 909 Broadway St Wasco CA 1.37 
Courtyard Family Medical Center 1040 7th St Wasco CA 1.55 
Secoya Medical Center 620 E St Wasco CA 1.60 
Palm Avenue Elementary School 1017 Palm Ave Wasco CA 1.60 
Wasco Child Development Center 617 6th St Wasco CA 1.61 
Wasco Union Elementary School District 639 Broadway St Wasco CA 1.62 
Karl Clemens Elementary School 523 Broadway St Wasco CA 1.71 
Karl Clemens State Preschool 523 Broadway St Wasco CA 1.71 
Wasco Union High School 1900 7th St Wasco CA 1.75 
Wasco Medical Center 2101 7th St Wasco CA 1.82 
Wasco Union High School District 2100 7th St Wasco CA 1.82 
North Kern Vocational Training 2150 7th St Wasco CA 1.83 
North Kern Christian School 710 Peters St Wasco CA 1.88 
Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 305 Griffith Ave Wasco CA 1.95 
Central Missionary Baptist Church 1610 3rd St Wasco CA 1.96 
John L Prueitt Elementary School 3501 7th St Wasco CA 2.46 
Pond Elementary School Pond Road & Benner Ave Wasco CA 2.85 

 
Based on the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor to the source of odiferous 
emissions and no historical complaints against similar facilities, the potential odor 
impacts are not expected to be significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required. 

 
Level of Significance after Mitigation: Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Impact AQ-6: Criteria Pollutant Emissions from industrial park were not included 
in the SJVAPCD air quality plans 

The SJVAPCD has developed air quality plans for all non-attainment criteria pollutants. 
The air quality plan is basically the SJVAPCD’s plan to reduce the level of non-
attainment pollutants to attainment with the ambient air quality standards. This plan is 
based on the total emissions during a previous year that did not include the emissions 
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from the Industrial Park. However, the plan does provide provisions for growth within 
the District by providing offsets. The SJVAPCD has encouraged existing sources to 
reduce emissions (i.e. paying facilities to reduce their emissions). These offsets can then 
be used for new or modified sources. The total result of the offset program is that the net 
increase of emissions from stationary sources within the SJVAPCD is zero. As part of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-6, offsets will be purchased in the amount equal to the emission 
of criteria pollutants from the project stationary sources. Therefore, the emissions are 
consistent with the air quality plan and the residual impacts are less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-6. Apply the offsets approved by the SJVAPCD to the 
emissions from criteria pollutants. 
 
Level of Significance after Mitigation: Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Impact AQ-7 Conflict or Obstruct Implementation of the SJVAPCD Air Quality 
Plan 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD or District) regulates 
air quality by establishing regional air quality regulations, permitting stationary sources, 
and planning activities related to air quality as part of their overall air quality plan for 
criteria pollutants.  
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The District is also responsible for enforcing and implementing all federal and state air 
quality standards as part of their plan to meet federal and state attainment standards.  The 
District has also developed recommended thresholds of significance for both short-term 
and long-term air pollutant emissions. Projects with the potential to generate emissions 
exceeding the thresholds would have a significant impact on air quality, and those below 
those thresholds are in compliance with the District’s plans. These significance thresholds 
are discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR. Under Rule 2010 of the SJVAPCD regulations, 
any person constructing, altering, replacing, or operating any source that emits, may emit, 
or may reduce emissions, must obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and a Permit to 
Operate (PTO). 
 
Offsets, as defined in SJVAPCD Rules 2201 and 2301, are an actual reduction of 
emissions from an emission unit that may be used to mitigate an emission increase as part 
of the same stationary source. Offsets are applied to the source so that the total emissions 
within the SJVAPCD remain consistent with SJVAPCD air quality attainment plans. The 
amount of offsets required for new and modified sources is discussed in Rule 2201 
(Section 4.8). Offsets are required on a 1-to-1 or greater ratio depending on the source 
and where the offsets are obtained. Therefore, under certain circumstances, offsets greater 
than the project related emissions might be needed. Facilities not subject to District Rule 
2201 will be subject to District Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review. 

Although the specific industrial facilities that will be constructed at the Industrial Park 
are not yet defined, each of the future facilities will be held to implement mitigation 
measures in such a fashion that proposed the project would fall below the established 
thresholds through a combination of design, operation, or offsets.  This applies to the 
ethanol plants as well. No mitigation is necessary because all projects are required by the 
District to meet the established thresholds in order to construct and operate. Therefore, 
the Industrial Park and ethanol plants will not conflict with the District’s air quality plan.  
 
Level of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

As discussed in the section pertaining to the project impacts, construction and operation 
of the proposed project, even after mitigation, would generate emissions that exceed the 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds and are therefore considered to be significant. Based 
on air quality guidelines, projects that exceed the project specific emissions thresholds 
are also considered to have a significant impact on cumulative impacts. Consequently, the 
proposed project would have a significant cumulative impact based on its estimated level 
of air emissions.  
 
Increased interest in development of renewable energy sources in California has led to 
several recent proposals for the installation of new biomass power plants in the San 
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Joaquin Valley.  In addition to the ethanol production facilities that are proposed as part 
of the Rose City Industrial Park, at least two other similar plants have been proposed in 
the Hanford and Bakersfield areas. A table prepared in association with the permitting 
materials submitted for the proposed Great Valley Ethanol production facility in Hanford 
shows the relative emissions from up to eight such new facilities (each with a 60 MGD 
output) would have an extremely small impact on total emissions within the San Joaquin 
Air Basin.   
 
A portion of the Great Valley Ethanol table is reproduced below as Table AQ-15.  The 
contributions from a single ethanol plant would clearly amount to a negligibly small 
increase, as would the two such plants that are contemplated for the Rose City Industrial 
Park. This table shows that the emissions from even eight equivalently sized ethanol 
plants would represent an extremely small fraction of the Valley’s emissions.  In 
addition, each new facility, whether for ethanol production or another industrial process 
would be required to obtain an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from 
SJVAPCD, This permitting process will ensure that each project that is actually sited at 
the Rose City Industrial Park installs Best Available Control Technology and provide 
emission reduction credits to offset all emissions above de minimis levels.   
 
Feasible and Reasonable Mitigation  

CEQA as well as the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 requires that all feasible and reasonable 
mitigation be applied to the project to reduce the impacts on air quality from project 
construction and operations on air quality. The air districts’SJVAPCD “Mixed Use or 
Non- Residential On-Site Mitigation Checklist” will be utilized in preparing the 
mitigation measures and evaluating the projects features. In addition, Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 and AQ-6 were developed to reduce the project level and cumulative impacts. 
These measures include using controls that limit the exhaust from construction equipment 
and using alternatives to diesel when possible. Additional reductions will be achieved 
through the regulatory process of the air district and CARB as required changes to diesel 
engines are implemented which will affect the product delivery trucks and limits on 
idling.  
 
As previously discussed, emissions offsets are required by the SJVAPCD to reduce 
impact from new stationary sources to result in no net increase over the baseline (pre-
project) condition. The affected tenants of the proposed Industrial Park will be required to 
purchase offsets at a ratio of at least 1.3 to 1 for all stationary source emissions. The 
SJVAPCD currently has sufficient offsets available to meet the demand to be generated 
by the Rose City Industrial Park. However, offsets are only applied to offset stationary 
sources impacts and increases in emission from mobile sources would not be addressed 
with this mitigation.As previously discussed, offsets are offered by the SJVAPCD to 
reduce the projects impacts to no net increase over the baseline condition. This program 
is established by contract between the Applicant and the District for payment of funding 
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for the permanent removal of pollutant sources offsite equivalent to the pollutants 
generated by the project. The industrial park will be able to purchase sufficient offsets to 
equal the amount of emissions generated by the stationary sources that locate in the 
industrial park. The SJVAPCD currently has sufficient offsets available to meet the 
demand to be generated by the Rose City Industrial Park. However, offsets are only 
available for stationary sources. Impacts from mobile sources would not be addressed 
with this mitigation. 
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Table AQ-15 
Comparison of Criteria Pollutant Emissions from One or Multiple 60 MGD Ethanol Production Facility Versus 

Overall Emissions of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
 

Emissions, Tons Per Day Emission Sources 
ROG NO  X SO  X CO PM  10 PM  2.5 

Projected Total 2010 SJV Air Basin Emissions without New Ethanol 
Production Plants 389.3655 401.9538 30.2859 1817.108 344.5101 161.0885

Emissions Increase due to One 60 MGD Ethanol Production Facility  0.030226 0.103562 0.001507 0.089677 0.024137 0.024137
Total 2010 SJV Air Basin Emissions with One 60 MGD Ethanol Production 
Facility 389.3957 402.0574 30.28741 1817.198 344.5342 161.1126

Percent of Total 2010 SJV Basin Air Emissions Represented by one  60 
MGD Ethanol Production Facility 7.76E-05 0.000258 4.98E-05 4.93E-05 7.01E-05 0.00015

Percent of Total 2010 SJV Basin Air Emissions Represented by Eight 60 
MGD Ethanol Production Facilities 0.000621 0.002061 0.000398 0.000395 0.00056 0.001199

 
 
 
 
 
 



CHAPTER IV 
Air Quality 

 IV-137 Environmental Analysis  

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Proposed Project cumulative impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impact AQ-8 Project would conflict with state goals for reducing GHG emissions. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would result in short term and temporary increases 
in GHG emissions during the time periods when individual projects within the Industrial 
Park are constructed.  These increases are associated with the exhaust from construction 
equipment, material hauling vehicles, and construction employee vehicles.  As described 
in the Project Description (Section II), neither the eventual mix of land uses comprising 
the proposed Industrial Park nor the schedule for development of these facilities is 
currently known.  Under these circumstances, emissions estimates were developed for a 
range of potential scenarios representing different assumed ways in which the 1,640-acre 
area could be developed over an estimated period of 20 years.  The highest annual 
emissions among those calculated for the selected scenarios were then used for 
comparison with SJVAPCD significance levels for construction emissions.  

The specific scenarios evaluated to determine the maximum probable annual GHG 
emissions are the same as those used for estimation of criteria pollutant emissions (see 
discussion for Impact AQ-1).  Detailed information on these scenarios, including the 
assumptions and calculations used to quantify emissions of air pollutants and GHG are 
provided in Appendix G of the Final EIR. The URBEMIS2007 model was used to 
estimate construction emissions from each candidate scenario, including carbon dioxide 
(CO2).  While relatively small quantities of other greenhouse gases (e.g., methane and 
nitrous oxide) would also be emitted due to fuel combustion by construction equipment, 
URBEMIS2007 does not provide emission estimates for these compounds, which in any 
case would amount to a small fraction of the CO2 emissions.  Thus, the following 
discussion describes GHG emissions entirely in terms of CO2.   

The scenario representing the highest annual total GHG emissions for construction of the 
proposed Rose City Industrial Park was development of the 372 acres of warehouse 
facilities within a single year.  As described under Impact AQ-1, this scenario also 
produced the maximum construction emissions of criteria pollutants. Some of the key 
assumptions used by URBEMIS2007 to estimate emissions for this scenario are as 
follows:  

- 5 work days per week, 8 hours per day for each construction phase. 

- Fine Site Grading equipment includes: two 174 horsepower Graders, two 357 
horsepower rubber tired Dozers, two 108 horsepower Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, 
two 189 horsepower Water Trucks, and four 313 horsepower Scrapers.  
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- Building Construction equipment includes: one 399 horsepower Crane, three 145 
horsepower Forklifts, one 49 horsepower Generator Set, three 108 horsepower 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and one 45 horsepower Welder. 

- Paving equipment includes: one 100 horsepower Paver, two 104 horsepower Paving 
Equipment, and two 95hp Rollers, 

For this case, the estimated annual CO2 emissions rate was about 32,600 tons (29,574 
metric tons).    Emissions for the other candidate construction scenarios were less. 

Construction emissions are short term and temporary and will cease to occur upon 
completion of construction. The current statewide annual GHG inventory is estimated at 
427 million metric tons (California Energy Commission, 2006).  Therefore, the worst-
case annual emissions of GHG from construction activities would represent less than 
0.007 percent of the statewide total.   

Given the minor amount of GHG that would be emitted during construction of the 
proposed project, the proposed project will not conflict significantly with the state’s goals 
of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  Based on current information, the 
impact on global climate change from construction of the proposed project would be less 
than significant. 

Operations 

The approach used to estimate GHG emissions from facility operations within the 
proposed Industrial Park and external emissions generated by vehicles and trains 
servicing these facilities included consideration of several contributing source groupings: 

- Vehicle trips generated by each type of planned land use   

- Space heating for each type of planned land use 

- Stationary (industrial stack) sources 

- Railroads trains serving the various types of facilities. 

Operational emissions associated with the two planned 60 million gallon per day (60 
MGD) ethanol production plants could be estimated in considerable detail using data 
developed for a similarly sized ethanol production facility proposed in Hanford by Great 
Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007).  The ethanol plants at the Rose City 
Industrial Park are assumed to have the same emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse 
gases as the Great Valley Ethanol plant, which were estimated based on an assumption 
that 80% of the corn fuel for the plant would be transported to the site by train with 20% 
arriving by truck from local sources. Another feature that is assumed to be common with 
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the Hanford ethanol plant is that each new plant will include a process that will recover 
and utilize about 500 tons of CO2 per day.    

The proposed ethanol plants in this project will help combat global warming by utilizing 
the complete carbon cycle.  The CO2 released from ethanol combustion is produced from 
carbon that was removed from the atmosphere while the corn plant was growing.  
Conversely, the CO2 released from gasoline combustion is a one-time release.  The 
increased use of ethanol in motor fuels will reduce the amount of gasoline used, thus 
reducing this one-time release.   

 
Lacking similar specificity regarding the other industrial facilities that may be in future 
operation in the proposed Industrial Park, linear scaling of the ethanol plant emissions, 
based on comparative acreages planned for light and heavy industries was used to obtain 
reasonable estimates for the point source emissions of the other facility stacks.  Space 
heating and trip generation emissions were estimated by means of the URBEMIS2007 
model using the assumed areas related to each land use category.  Locomotive emissions 
from trains visiting the Industrial Park used EPA emission factors and trip numbers and 
trip lengths within the SJVAPCD jurisdiction consistent with the Project Description. 

The estimated contributions of these four source categories to total project CO2 emissions 
are summarized in Table AQ-14. 

 
TABLE AQ-14 

SUMMARY OF TOTAL STATIONARY, AREA, AND MOBILE SOURCE  
CO2 EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) 

 

Sources CO2 emissions (tons per year) 
Area Sources 1,059  
Vehicles 178,947  
Stationary Point Sources 2,209,981 
Railroads 1,927 
Total 2,391,363 

 

Clearly, the stationary (primarily fuel-burning) point sources of the contributing 
industrial projects would be the predominant category for GHG emissions.  Equally 
evident is that the magnitude of these emissions may be higher or lower than is 
represented here, depending on the extent to which accurate assumptions have been made 
regarding the ultimate buildout of the Industrial Park.  The emission numbers presented 
here are considered to represent a conservative upper limit of potential GHG emissions. 
Therefore, GHG emissions associated with operation of the Industrial Park are estimated 
to be less than 0.6 percent of total California GHS emissions. 



CHAPTER IV 
Air Quality 

 IV-140 Environmental Analysis  

Given the minor amount of GHG that would be emitted during operation of Industrial 
Park facilities, the proposed project will not conflict significantly with the state’s goals of 
reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  Based on current information, the 
impact on global climate change from the proposed project would be less than significant 
but will contribute to cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions in the area. Although 
the project will contribute to this cumulative impact, mitigation measures required for 
criteria emissions as well as energy efficiency measures, outlined in Section P of this 
EIR, will minimize the GHG emissions of the project and its overall contribution toward 
cumulative GHG emission levels. 
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Additional Tables 

TABLE AQ-5 
MAXIMUM MEASURED POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS AT 

5558 CALIFORNIA AVENUE, BAKERSFIELD CA MONITORING STATION 

 Standards  Maximum Measured Concentration(1) 
Pollutant Averaging Time Units  Fed State  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

1-hour ppm  None 0.09  0.125(3) 0.129(3) 0.119(3) 0.120(3) 0.110(3) O3 
8-hour ppm  0.08 0.070(4)  0.106(2,3) 0.115(2,3) 0.105(2,3) 0.106(2,3) 0.10(2,3) 
24-hour μg/m3  150 50  140/147(3) 190/204(2,3) 100/134(3) 110/116(3) 83/93(3) PM10 
Annual Average μg/m3  50 20  46/48(3) 48/51(3) 48/51(3) 48/51(3) NA 
24-hour μg/m3  65 None  113(2) 155(2) 89.6(2) 59 70(2) PM2.5 
Annual Average μg/m3  15 12  22/22(2,3) 22/NA(2) 23/23(2,3) 17/25(2,3) 19/NA(2) 

1-hour ppm  35 20  6.9 5.8 4.4 3.3 3.1 CO 

8-hour ppm  9 9.0  4.89 3.41 2.51 2.29 1.83 

1-hour ppm  None 0.25  0.089 0.115 0.107 0.085 0.083 NO2 
Annual Average ppm  0.053 None  0.024 0.022 0.021 0.020 0.019 

Source: Monitoring station located at 5558 California Avenue 
 CARB ADAM website (CARB, 2005) and USEPA website (USEPA, 2005) 
Notes: 1 If two measurements are provided first number represent federal value and second number represent state value based on respective statistical requirements and 
definitions. 

2 Exceeds federal standard 
3 Exceeds state standard 
4 Approved by CARB on April 2005 and expected to go into affect in 2006 
NA = not available 
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G. Geology and Soils 

The purpose of the Geology and Soils Section is to focus on exposure of people or structures 
developed after annexation to geologic hazards including fault rupture, seismic shaking, soil 
erosion, and soil expansion. Documents referenced to prepare this section include the Kern 
County, California Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan, geological data published by the U.S. 
Geological Survey and other organizations, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps 
published by the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, soils 
data published by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service, and various ordinances 
and plans for the City of Wasco and Kern County.  

1. Environmental Setting 

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that "an EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project […] and shall discuss 
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional 
plans." The following summarizes geology and soil conditions of the project site, as well as 
the existing plans and policies that guide development of the project site. 

a. Study Area for Direct and Indirect Impacts: 

The Industrial Project area will be the study area for direct and indirect impacts relating 
to Geology and Soils. The general project boundaries for the Industrial Project are 
Route 46 to the north, Wasco Avenue and J Street to the west, Kimberlina Road to the 
south, and Root Avenue to the east. The 1,640-acre Industrial Project area is located on 
the eastern portion of the City of Wasco, and extends from Route 46 to Kimberlina 
Road. 

Within the 1,640-acre Industrial Project area are two proposed ethanol plant sites. 
These sites were analyzed in depth for this EIR and are referred to collectively as the 
site study area. 

b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts:  

The study area for cumulative impacts is the same asKern County, including the study 
areas for direct and indirect impacts. 

c. Existing Physical Conditions in the Study Area:  

Geology 

The project site is located in the southern San Joaquin Valley, which is part of the 
Central Valley and the Great Valley geomorphic province.  The most extensive 
geomorphic units in the province include dissected uplands, low alluvial plains and 
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Mitigation Measure GS-2: Ground shaking due to earthquakes 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant 

Impact GS-3:  Limitations for onsite sewage disposal systems 

Community sewage systems are recommended to prevent contamination of water 
supplies as a result of seepage from moderate to high-density onsite sewage disposal 
systems.   
 
Discussion 

Permeability of McFarland loam soil is moderate and available water capacity is high.  
Permeability of Wasco sandy loam is moderately rapid and available water capacity is 
moderate.  The permeabilities and available water capacities of the soils within the 
Project site limit use of onsite sewage disposal systems. 
 
Mitigation Measure GS-3: Limitations for onsite sewage disposal systems 

No development shall be approved in the Industrial Park unless the development will 
be served by the City sewer system. Temporary on-site sewage disposal systems may 
be allowed if studies provided can show no impact to ground water. 
 
Level of Significance: The above mitigation will reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. 

e. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a project's contribution to 
significant cumulative impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable if 
the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or 
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  The lead agency is required to 
identify facts and analysis supporting this conclusion. 
 
Seismic associated hazards can be reduced to less than significant levels by 
implementation of seismic safety standards and specific building design measures as 
discussed in Impact GS-2.  In addition, no development will be approved in the 
Industrial Park unless the development will be served by the City sewer system and 
the project will not result in cumulative impacts related to the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal. 
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basin is bounded on the north by the Kern County line and the Tulare Groundwater 
sub-basin, on the east and southeast by granitic bedrock of the Sierra Nevada foothills 
and Tehachapi mountains, and on the southwest and west by the marine sediments of 
the San Emigdio Mountains and Coast Ranges. 
 
Based on a contour map published by the Califonia Department of Water Resources 
(DWR), the depth to groundwater in the project area in the year 2000 was 
approximately 230 feet below ground surface (bgs).  According to the CWP Update, 
2006, after experiencing cumulative changes of approximately -–minus 15 feet from 
1970 through 1978, a 15-foot increase from 1978 through 1988, and an 8-foot 
decrease from 1988 through 1997, the average sub-basin groundwater level has 
remained essentially unchanged from 1970 to 2000. However, net water level 
changes in different portions of the sub-basin were quite variable from 1970 to 2000. 
These changes ranged from increases of over 30 feet at the southeast valley margin 
and in the Lost Hills/Buttonwillow areas to decreases of over 25 and 50 feet in the 
Bakersfield area and McFarland/Shafter areas, respectively.  The proposed Industrial 
Park is located in this latter area and thus has experienced decreases in groundwater 
levels in the recent past. 
 
The most recent study of groundwater supply in the City of Wasco performed by the 
State of California, Department of Health Services (DHS), indicates that Wasco’s 
water supply at times has contained concentrations of nitrate, 1,2,3-trichloroproane, 
dibromochloropropane (DBCP), and dichloromethane.  Based on the presence of 
these chemicals, the study concluded that the water supply in Wasco is particularly 
sensitive to activities such as: 

 
• Fertilizer/Pesticide/Herbicide Application 
• Chemical/Petroleum Processing/Storage 
• Automobile-Body Shops, Gas Stations, Repair Shops 
• Farm Machinery Repair 
• Septic Systems 
• Sewer Collection Systems 
• Underground Storage Tanks 
• Historic Gas Stations 

 
d. Regulatory Policies that Avoid Impacts: 

Federal 

Clean Water Act, Sections 301 and 402 Permitting. Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean 
Water Act prohibit the discharge of pollutants from point sources to “Waters of the 
U.S.,” unless authorized under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Program 
(NPDES) permit. NPDES permits can be issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
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require similar information. Water Code § 10910 limits the groundwater discussion to 
the basin or basins that will serve the proposed project. In addition, a parallel 
reference to the “sufficiency analysis” is also found in Water Code § 10910 (f) (5), 
which requires that a water supply assessment include: “An analysis of the 
sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin…to meet the projected water demand 
associated with the proposed project.” 

Acceptable groundwater information to be included in the assessment includes: 

• Any adopted groundwater management plans or any other specific authorization 
for groundwater management and how it affects the Project use of the basin. 

• The description of the groundwater basin from the groundwater management 
plan, from DWR Bulletin 118, California’s Ground Water, or from some other 
document that has been published and that discusses the basin boundaries, type of 
rock that constitutes the aquifer, variability of the aquifer material, and total 
groundwater in storage (average specific yield times the volume of the aquifer). 

• Department of Water Resources projected estimates of overdraft, or “water 
shortage,” based on projected amounts of water supply and demand (basin 
management), at the hydrologic region level in Bulletin 160, California Water 
Plan Update or Bulletin 118. If the basin has not been evaluated by DWR, data 
that indicate groundwater level trends over a period of time should be collected 
and evaluated. 

• For basins that have not been adjudicated, information as to whether the 
department has identified the basin or basins as over drafted or has projected that 
the basin will become over drafted if present management conditions continue. 

• If the evaluation indicates an overdraft due to existing groundwater extraction, or 
projected increases in groundwater extraction, the actions and/or programs 
designed to eliminate the long term overdraft condition.  

The two corn-to-ethanol plants would use an estimated unmitigated 1,420 AFY of 
water, which is greater than the SB 610 threshold for Kern County.  Additional 
development within the proposed Industrial Park would use additional water.  The 
groundwater to be supplied to the Industrial Park will be pumped by the City of 
Wasco from existing or new water supply wells within a non-adjudicated basin 
located beneath the project area or nearby areas. As such, the City of Wasco is the 
public water system for the project as defined in Water Code §10910(b) and is 
responsible for preparing the water supply assessment. The Water Supply Assessment 
is attached as Appendix  KL. 

Kern County General Plan 

1.10.6 Surface Water and Groundwater 
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Project Specific Impacts 

The construction of the two corn-to-ethanol plants will increase waste discharge and 
has the potential to degrade overall groundwater quality. The combined industrial 
wastewater discharge from these plants is likely to consist of cooling tower 
blowdown, RO (reverse-osmosis) rejects, evaporative cooler blowdown, and sanitary 
wastewater. Wastewater discharged from these plants may contain heavy metals and 
salts which are naturally present in the water supply and which are at higher 
concentrations in the wastewater due to the effects of evaporation and RO treatment.  
The wastewater may also containor organic compounds and salts typical of sanitary 
wastewater. The wastewater discharge will be handled on-site for the first few years 
until the City of Wasco’s publicly owned treatment works (POTW) facility is 
upgraded, at which time the discharge will be directed to the POTWmust be treated in 
the ethanol plants or connected to local wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
Any future development on these sites that involves discharge of wastes to land or 
water shall obtain, as required by state law, a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 
permit from the RWQCB, as outlined in Chapter 4, Article 4, of the Porter-Cologne 
Act, a WDRs permit and/or an NPDES permit, which will specify operating limits on 
the types and amounts of pollutants that can be discharged by development and will 
also outline the monitoring and reporting requirements. .  If the discharges threaten to 
degrade groundwater quality such that water quality standards would be violated, then 
in accordance with Title 27 of California Code of Regulations (CCR), the WDRs will 
require that the discharges be made to lined evaporation ponds that prevent 
percolation to groundwater, or some other acceptable means of handling the 
wastewater to prevent violation of water quality standards.  The discharges will not 
require NPDES permits, because there are no waters of the United States, or canals 
that drain to such waters, within the project area. As required by Section 13263 of the 
California Water Code, the RWQCB-prescribed WDRs will implement the Tulare 
Lake Basin water quality control plan and will take into consideration the beneficial 
water uses to be protected, the water quality objectives reasonably required for that 
purpose, other waste discharges, and the need to prevent nuisance. However, a WDRs 
permit shall not be required if the only waste discharge is wastewater that is conveyed 
to a local wastewater treatment facility which has its own permit.  
 
Industrial Park Impacts 

This project has the potential to violate groundwater quality standards and degrade 
overall groundwater quality in the area through the conversion of land uses from 
agricultural to industrial.  Although the conversion of agricultural lands will decrease 
instances of fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide application and farm machinery repair, 
activities to which the groundwater supply is currently vulnerable as determined by 
DHS, the conversion to industrial uses may result in the presence of other activities 



 CHAPTER IV 
Hydrology & Water Quality 

IV-144  Environmental Analysis 

affecting groundwater quality such as chemical/petroleum usage and storage, 
treatment and disposal of industrial wastewater, and underground storage tanks. 
However, future development within the overall Industrial Project area, shall obtain, 
as required by state or federal law, a WDRs permit a Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) permit from the RWQCB, as outlined in Chapter 4, Article 4, of the Porter-
Cologne Act, and/or an NPDES permit, as outlined in sections 301 and 402 of the 
Clean Water Act, which will specify operating limits on the types and amounts of 
pollutants that can be discharged to water sources by development.  If the discharges 
threaten to degrade groundwater quality such that water quality standards would be 
violated, then in accordance with Title 27 of California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
the WDRs will require that the discharges be made to lined evaporation ponds that 
prevent percolation to groundwater, or some other acceptable means of handling the 
wastewater to prevent violation of water quality standards.  The WDRs permit will 
also outline the monitoring and reporting requirements which reduce potential 
impacts to water quality.  However, a WDRs permit shall not be required if the only 
waste discharge is wastewater that is conveyed to a local wastewater treatment 
facility which has its own permit.  The discharges will not require NPDES permits, 
because there are no waters of the United States, or canals that drain to such waters, 
within the project area.   

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Degradation of Water Quality 

All development, future and project specific alike, shall comply with Policies 34, 39 
and 44 of the Surface Water and Groundwater section of the Kern County General 
Plan, and Policy 1 and Policy 9 of the Conservation and Open Space element of the 
Wasco General Plan, to ensure methods to protect the water supply from degradation.   
 
The requirement to obtain a WDRs permit and/or an NPDES permit will minimize 
potentially significant impacts to water quality that may result from the development 
of the Industrial Project area and project specific sites. 
 
As noted in the discussion of Impact HYDRO-1, wastewater generated by the ethanol 
plants, and potentially the overall Industrial Park, will eventually be discharged to the 
Wasco POTW for treatment.  Treated wastewater is discharged to land for irrigation 
and/or percolation.  To protect water quality, the Wasco POTW operates under 
discharge requirements set forth by the RWQCB and these requirements include 
meeting wastewater quality standards and periodic monitoring of the local 
groundwater. 
 
Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation 
 
Impact HYDRO-2: Depletion of groundwater supply 
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Project Specific Impacts 

Each ethanol plant site will require approximately 630,000 gallons per day (710 acre-
feet per year) of water for operation, largely in the processes of corn fractionation and 
glucose fermentation.  The combined annual water demand for both plants will be 
about 1,420 acre-feet.  All of this water will be supplied from groundwater pumped 
into underground pipelines from supply wells operated by the City of Wasco 
municipal system.  Only about one-percent of this water will be sent to a wastewater 
treatment facility for possible recharge to groundwater after treatment. The City’s 
Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, dated August 2007, estimates that 18 new 
supply wells will be required city-wide by the year 2026.  The City’s Water Master 
Plan, dated April 2007, provides recommended locations for the new wells; three of 
these locations are within the Industrial Park area.  Consistent with existing wells, the 
Water Master Plan assumes that the new wells will pump approximately 1,100 
gallons per minute (gpm) when operating.  One such well would provide sufficient 
water for both ethanol plants.  Localized groundwater elevation reductions 
(drawdowns) near such wells will likely be 40 feet or more within a lateral distance of 
100 feet from the pumping well, but the groundwater drawdown will likely be less 
than 5 feet at a lateral distance of ½ mile from the well.    

About 30 percent of the water supplied to each ethanol plant will eventually be 
discharged as wastewater to the Wasco POTW for treatment and finally land 
application, resulting in percolation of the treated wastewater back to groundwater 
within the sub-basin.  (The remaining process water either evaporates in the cooling 
towers or is contained in the wet distillers grain after fermentation.)  Therefore, the 
net annual groundwater consumption of each ethanol plant will be approximately 497 
acre-feet (i.e, 70-percent of 710 acre-feet).  

Each of the ethanol plant sites is currently in agricultural production as almond trees.  
As detailed in Appendix D of the Final EIRF, the current net annual agricultural 
water consumption on each of the ethanol plant sites is approximately 576 acre-feet, 
which includes a reduction to account for CVP water that will be lost to SWID in wet 
years if the ethanol plants are built.  This water is supplied by a combination of 
groundwater and surface water.  Since the surface water sources are dedicated to 
agricultural use, conversion of agricultural lands to industrial uses will eliminate 
surface water supply for the converted lands.  However, this surface water will be 
delivered to other users within the sub-basin, thus reducing groundwater usage by 
those other users. 

Since each ethanol plant will require consume about 710 497 acre-feet per year of 
groundwater, of which only about one-percent will possibly be recharged to 
groundwater, and the current annual water consumption is about 576 acre-feet, 
construction of each ethanol plant has the potential to deplete will not cause a 
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depletion of groundwater supply within the sub-basin as compared to the pre-project 
situation. 

Industrial Park Impacts 

Based on per-acre industrial water usage in other Central Valley communities, the 
remainder of the Industrial Park (excluding the ethanol plants) may require between 
approximately 1,000 and 8,000 acre-feet of water per year, depending upon the actual 
water needs of the industries that eventually reside in the Industrial Park.  All of this 
water will be supplied from groundwater pumped into underground pipelines from 
supply wells operated by the City of Wasco municipal system, as discussed above 
under Project Specific Impacts.  If the overall water demand of the Industrial Park 
(excluding the ethanol plants) exceeds about 4,000 acre-feet per year, then additional 
wells above the three anticipated in the Water Master Plan will be needed.  
Groundwater elevation drawdowns near each such well will be as discussed under 
Project Specific Impacts.   

Some percentage of the water used will likely be discharged as wastewater to the 
Wasco POTW for treatment and finally land application, resulting in percolation of 
the treated wastewater back to groundwater within the sub-basin.  However, this 
percentage is difficult to estimate since the actual industrial uses are undetermined at 
this time.This project has the potential to deplete groundwater supply as new 
development may require substantial water supply.   

Current croplands in the Industrial Park Project area, including grains and hay crops, 
cotton, beans, roses, and almonds receive irrigation water from both surface water 
sources and groundwater.  As detailed in Appendix FD of the Final EIR, the current 
net annual agricultural water consumption in the overall project area is approximately 
4,870 acre-feet, which includes a reduction to account for CVP water that will be lost 
to SWID in wet years if the land is converted from agricultural use.  This water is 
supplied by a combination of groundwater and surface water.  Since the surface water 
sources are dedicated to agricultural use, conversion of agricultural lands to industrial 
uses will eliminate surface water supply for the converted lands.  However, this 
surface water will be delivered to other users within the sub-basin, thus reducing 
groundwater usage by those other users.  

Since the remainder of the Industrial Park may consume as much as 8,000 or more 
acre-feet of water per year, which exceeds the current net annual water consumption, 
the project has the potential to deplete groundwater supply. 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: Depletion of Groundwater Supply 

In recognition of declining groundwater levels in the project area, mitigation will be 
provided for net water demand (i.e., water usage minus subsequent wastewater 
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recharge to groundwater) that exceeds 90-percent of the existing (pre-project) net 
water demand for the properties that have been developed for industrial uses.  Thus, 
each of the ethanol plants will provide mitigation for an estimated 185 acre-feet per 
year of water (i.e., 0.99 x 710 acre-feet minus 0.9 x 576 acre-feet).  The actual 
amount of mitigation will depend on the actual annual amount of net water use within 
the Industrial Parkat each facility.  Such mitigation may shall consist of fallowing 
additional cropland within the overall Industrial Park project area (in the short term 
until the entire Industrial Park is developed for industrial uses), or enhancing 
groundwater recharge within the Industrial Park (e.g., using stormwater collection 
basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with Policy 2 of the Conservation and 
Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan.  The recharged water will consist of 
surface water purchased from Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District or North Kern Water 
Storage District.  Such mitigation may cease in the future if additional land within the 
Industrial Park is converted to industry that requires relatively low net water demand, 
such that the combined net groundwater demand for the ethanol plant(s) and the other 
industries is no more than 90-percent of the pre-project new net water demand. 

At full buildout, The the overall Industrial Park will provide mitigation if the net 
water demand exceeds 4,380 acre-feet per year (i.e., 90-percent of 4,870 acre-feet per 
year).  The result of this mitigation will be to have net water usage in the Industrial 
Park less than 90 percent of current usage levels. Such mitigation may consist of 
enhancing groundwater recharge (e.g., using stormwater collection basins in non-
rainy months) in compliance with Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space 
section of the Wasco General Plan. 

To facilitate this mitigation, water usage must be metered for all new development 
within the Industrial Park and project specific areas.  The City shall produce an 
annual report by February 28 of each year, summarizing the metered water use and 
wastewater discharge for the project area for the previous calendar year; if the 
metered water use minus the wastewater discharge for the previous calendar year 
exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project net water demand, then mitigation shall be 
provided for the excess amount prior to February 28 of the second year following the 
previous calendar year; the mitigation method and quantity shall be reported in the 
next annual report, and summarizing expanded groundwater recharge activities, if 
necessary.  

New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at least 2,500 feet 
from the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall provide notice of 
municipal supply well construction to property owners outside the City Limits, but 
within one mile of the new well, at least 3 months in advance.  The notice shall 
provide at least 30 days within which the property owner can notify the City of a pre-
existing well within one mile of the new well that may be impacted by the new well.  
Upon such notification, the City shall assess the water production rate of the pre-
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existing well prior to operation of the new well and again after the new well has been 
placed into full-time operation.  If the water production rate of the pre-existing well is 
reduced, or costs are increased, by operation of the new well such that the pre-
existing well will no longer provide sufficient water for existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted, then the City shall make the owner of the 
pre-existing well whole. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation. 

Impact HYDRO-3: Alteration of existing drainage patterns 

Project Specific Impacts 

The development of two corn-to-ethanol plants will result in the introduction of 
impervious surfaces following grading and paving to provide for the structure and 
surface parking lots.  All development shall comply with site drainage standards as 
required by City of Wasco Public Works. These standards require protection of 
structures against the 100-year flood and protection of public roadways against the 
10-year flood.  All stormwater generated on-site during the 10-year storm event of 5-
days duration shall be retained on-site unless downstream drainage disposal facilities 
have sufficient capacity to handle the flow. 

Industrial Park Impacts 

This project has the potential to alter existing drainage patterns due to the addition of 
impervious surfaces.  The conversion of large amounts of agricultural lands to 
industrial uses will result in the grading and paving of lots which will change the 
drainage patterns of the area. All development shall comply with site drainage 
standards as required by City of Wasco Public Works. These standards require 
protection of structures against the 100-year flood and protection of public roadways 
against the 10-year flood.  All stormwater generated on-site during the 10-year storm 
event of 5-days duration shall be retained on-site unless downstream drainage 
disposal facilities have sufficient capacity to handle the flow. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. 

Impact HYDRO-4: Increases in polluted runoff 

Project Specific Impacts 
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The development of two corn-to-ethanol plants will result in the introduction of 
impervious surfaces following grading and paving to provide for the structure and 
surface parking lots.  Current agricultural production allows for natural drainage due 
to the permeability of the soil which will be altered with the introduction of cement 
and other impervious surfaces.  In addition, contaminants from the ethanol plants may 
be added to runoff flowing from the sites.the presence of any contaminants may be 
lifted from the site and transported to other areas off-site.  Methods for drainage must 
be incorporated into the development of the site in order to reduce impacts to 
drainage patterns and runoff. 

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, future development shall require a Construction 
Activities General Stormwater Permit and an Industrial Activities General 
Stormwater Permit to be administered by the RWQCB.  These permits will require 
the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all 
pollutants, from construction and from industrial uses, from contacting storm water 
and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off site into 
receiving waters. A drainage fee is also required by the City of Wasco pursuant to 
section 15.28.020 of the Wasco Municipal Code. Compliance with these requirements 
will result in impacts to hydrology and water quality that are less than significant. 

Industrial Park Impacts 

The project has the potential to result in increases in polluted runoff due to new 
industrial development.  The conversion of large amounts of agricultural lands to 
industrial uses will result in the grading and paving of land, causing increased runoff 
due to the introduction of impervious surfaces, including roads.  In addition, the 
introduction of industrial uses to the area has the potential to add contaminants to 
runoff flowing from industrial sites.   

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, future development shall require a Construction 
Activities General Stormwater Permit and an Industrial Activities General 
Stormwater Permit to be administered by the RWQCB.  These permits will require 
the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all 
pollutants, from construction and from industrial uses, from contacting storm water 
and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off site into 
receiving waters. A drainage fee is also required by the City of Wasco pursuant to 
section 15.28.020 of the Wasco Municipal Code. Compliance with these requirements 
will result in impacts to hydrology and water quality that are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
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No mitigation measures are necessary due to mandatory compliance with the required 
stormwater permitting processes, including the development of a SWPPP, and 
drainage fees as required by the City of Wasco. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. 
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures:   

Cumulative impacts from hydrology and water quality in general, are those which 
may by themselves be less than significant but which when combined with impacts 
expected from approved projects and reasonably anticipated future projects, may 
accumulate to significant proportions. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines 
provides that a project's contribution to significant cumulative impacts will be 
rendered less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or 
fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the 
cumulative impact.  Cumulative impacts to water quality, groundwater supply, 
drainage, and runoff are cumulatively considerable but less than significant with the 
development of a SWPPP, compliance with stormwater permitting processes, and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1, 2, 3 and 4 to address direct and 
indirect impacts. 

Impacts to water quality, drainage and runoff will not contribute to cumulative 
impacts of development in the area as impacts will be contained and mitigated on-site 
for projects within the Industrial Park. Impacts to groundwater supply resulting from 
the Rose City Industrial Park may contribute to significant cumulative impacts related 
to the depletion of groundwater when combined with additional projects in the future.  
However, mitigation measures such as enhancing groundwater recharge (e.g., using 
stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months), as discussed in Mitigation 
Measure Hydro-2 will make cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality 
resulting from the Rose City Industrial park less than significant.
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Policy 5 states that adequate land for a wide range of industrial uses should be 
provided. Larger scale uses and higher intensity uses not compatible with residential 
development should be located outside of the industrial park, either easterly of the 
community, or along SR 99. In order to increase the capture rate of industries in the 
community, such areas should be master planned to expedite processing of 
applications, and aggressively marketed to targeted industries. The ethanol plant is a 
large-scale use of moderate intensity. It will be located adjacent to the eastern 
boundary. The ethanol plant was the first known use and thus has in-depth 
consideration. 

The City of Wasco Zoning Ordinance states that any industrial use considered for the 
Industrial Park will be subject to a Precise Development Plan Process. In order to 
receive permission to build, findings must be found as a basis for approval. This 
creates a process that requires the City to objectively measure any proposed use 
against the policies and ordinances of the City.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required 
 
Level of Significance 
Less Than Significant  

d. Significant Cumulative Impacts/Mitigation Measures:   

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a project's contribution to 
significant cumulative impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable if 
the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or 
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  The lead agency is required to 
identify facts and analysis supporting this conclusion 

The incremental conversion of agricultural land represents a significant cumulative 
impact. Approval of this Project will require a statement of overriding considerations 
as the loss of farmland is considered significant and unavoidable. Upon approval of 
the project and annexation of the project area in its entirety, the project will be 
consistent with all plans and will not, therefore, be not be a cumulatively considerable 
impact with respect to land use and planning. 

.  
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J. Mineral Resources 

The purpose of the Mineral Resource Section is to identify the potential for economic deposits 
of mineral resources in the Industrial Project area.  Documents referenced to prepare this 
section include the minerals data published by the California Division of Mines and Geology 
(CDMG), California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) and other 
organizations, and the City of Wasco General Plan.  

1. Environmental Setting 

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that "an EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project […] and shall discuss 
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional 
plans." The following summarizes mineral resource conditions of the project site, as well as 
the existing plans and policies that guide development of the project site. 

a. Study Area for Direct and Indirect Impacts: 

The Industrial Project area will be the study area for direct and indirect impacts relating 
to mineral resources. The general project boundaries for the Industrial Project are Route 
46 to the north, Wasco Avenue and J Street to the west, Kimberlina Road to the south, 
and Root Avenue to the east. The 1,640-acre Industrial Project area is located on the 
eastern portion of the City of Wasco, and extends from Route 46 to Kimberlina Road. 

Within the 1,640-acre Industrial Project area are two proposed ethanol plant sites. 
These sites were analyzed in depth for this EIR and are referred to collectively as the 
site study area. 

b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts:  

The study area for cumulative impacts is Kern County, including the same as the study 
areas for direct and indirect impacts. 

c. Existing Physical Conditions in the Study Area:  

Aggregate Materials 

The project area is located within the Bakersfield Production-Consumption Region for 
aggregate materials.  The Bakersfield area has had adequate quantities of relatively low 
cost aggregate materials locally available for many years.  As more areas become 
urbanized, suitable sand and gravel deposits are being lost through urban development 
and are diminished yearly by mining (CDMG, 1988).   

The most readily available source of additional aggregate in the Bakersfield 
Production-Consumption Region is the producers in the Kaweah River and near the 
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town of Avenal.  The project site is located in an area that the California Division of 
Mines and Geology has classified as Mineral Resource Zone 3, which is an area that 
contains mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from the 
available data.  The closest area where adequate information indicates that significant 
mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their 
presence is about 14 miles southeast of the Project site.  The closest resource extraction 
sites for non-Portland cement concrete grade aggregate and Portland cement concrete 
grade aggregate are about 15 miles southwest of the Project site (CDMG, 1988).   

Use of the McFarland loam and Wasco sandy loam soils exposed at the site for sand 
and gravel aggregate production is improbable due to excessive fine-grained material 
(USDA, 1988).  Development of aggregate materials resources is unlikely within the 
Project site. 

Petroleum Fuels 

Petroleum fuels such as crude oil, natural gas, and natural gas liquids comprise more 
than 85 percent of the value of all mineral commodities produced in Kern County 
(CDMG, 1962).  The project area is located between two active petroleum fields in 
DOGGR District 4.  The Rose Field is located approximately 2,500 feet northwest of 
the project site.  The North Shafter Field is located approximately 4,000 feet 
southeast of the Project site.  One well, identified as “Outrageous” 4H, is shown on 
the DOGGR petroleum field map as located within the Project site and is owned by 
EOG Resources, Inc. (DOGGR, 2006). This well was drilled as an exploratory well 
and has since been abandoned (DOGGR, January 2008). 

The Project site is not located within an oil field identified by DOGGR (see Figure 
IV-J-1 at the end of this section).  The Project would not 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.  Limitations for petroleum resources recovery are a less than 
significant impact within the Project site. 

Collectable or Marketable Minerals 

Boron, cement, clay, gold, gypsum, pumice, salt, silver, and tungsten are important 
mineral products of Kern County exclusive of aggregate and petroleum fuels.  These 
mineral products are generally produced in the eastern and southern portions of the 
County (CDMG, 1962).  No collectable or marketable minerals of significant 
commercial or scientific value are known to be present at the Project site. 

d. Regulatory Policies that Avoid Impacts 

None. 
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After consideration of the evaluation methods suggested by CEQA and the 
Professional Practice Standards, the environmental thresholds identified by CEQA are 
adopted in this EIR. 
 
i. 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. 
ii. 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. 

 
c. Direct Impacts and Indirect Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 
The 2002 City of Wasco General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report 
dated July 2002 stated that the cumulative project area is not known for the presence 
of locally important mineral resources and that no significant impact to minerals is 
anticipated.  The finding is applicable to the City of Wasco and Kern County lands 
within the project. 
 
Impact MR-1:  Limitations for petroleum resources recovery 

Limitations for petroleum resources recovery are possible due to the development of 
potential drilling sites. 
 
Discussion 

The project site is located between two active oil fields.  Some development within 
the project may limit access to petroleum mineral resources. Recovery of petroleum 
mineral resources, however, would still be possible within the project site by means 
of directional drilling if any resources are found.  In addition, the well that is present 
within the project site has been abandoned and the development of the Industrial Park 
will not, therefore, result in the loss of petroleum resources from this existing well.   
 
Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
 
Level of Significance 

The impact is less than significant. 
 
d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 

The proposed project site is not within the MRZ-2 classification. The MRZ-2 
classification adopted by State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) is defined as an 
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area where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence. In 
addition, although the project may result in some limited access to the recovery of 
petroleum mineral resources, the project will not result in an actual loss of petroleum 
resources and will not contribute cumulatively to resource loss of this type.Section 
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a project's contribution to significant 
cumulative impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable if the project 
is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures 
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  The lead agency is required to identify 
facts and analysis supporting this conclusion 
 
No cumulative impacts associated with mineral resources were identified. 
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To reduce the effects of future noise levels along the state highways, and to avoid 
placing sensitive land uses such as residences in areas that will be subjected to 
excessive noise levels (Ldn above 65 dBA), several cooperative efforts will be 
necessary.  These will involve the City of Wasco, private developers within the City, 
and Caltrans. 
 
Mitigation Measure N-5: Cumulative Highway Traffic Noise 
 
The City of Wasco shall continue its planning efforts, and its development review 
procedures, implementing the policies in the City Noise Element.  These include 
prohibiting and discouraging the development of residential or noise sensitive uses in 
areas that will be subject to excessive noise levels. In particular, the City shall work 
to restrict residential development in areas that are known to be subject to future noise 
impacts.  The City shall also continue requiring developers of noise generating land 
uses to incorporate appropriate mitigation measures in their project design as part of 
the development approval process.  Appropriate noise studies shall be required for all 
development proposals near these roadways to determine if noise levels exceed the 
applicable standard and to identify appropriate mitigation to reduce impacts to a less 
than significant level.  The only current road segment near existing residences that 
could create a noise impact to residences is SR 43 between Jackson and Poso and to a 
lesser extent from Poso to SR 46. 
 
As Caltrans implements highway improvements in the future, it will incorporate noise 
mitigation measures, such as walls, to protect existing residences or noise sensitive 
uses, as required by FHWA regulations to reduce noise levels when a project will 
exceed existing noise levels by 12 dBA.  Careful planning by the City, with input 
from Caltrans, should minimize, or may eliminate, the need for extensive noise walls 
in the City. 
 
Implemented together, these measures will reduce the cumulative impact of future 
noise levels from highway traffic to below significance. 
 
Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation. 
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iii. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment 

 
b. Threshold(s) of Significance Adopted in This EIR 

For Fire Protection:  A potentially significant impact would occur if response time 
exceeded six minutes from a city fire station.  If additional fire services were required 
to maintain this response time as a result of the proposed project, this could result in 
the need for new or expanded fire facilities which could result in a significant impact. 
 
For Police Protection:  Impacts on law enforcement services would be considered 
significant if the standard of one officer per 1,000 residents was not available to 
adequately serve the project area and the Wasco community as a whole as 
development occurs.  If new or expanded police facilities were needed to meet this 
personnel standard, a significant impact could occur. 
 
For Public Schools:  The proposed project will have a significant impact on public 
schools if construction of the project creates the need for expanding existing public 
school facilities or construction of new public school facilities to maintain adequate 
service levels for the proposed project and the increased population that results from 
the project. 
 
Parks and Recreation:  A significant impact would result if the project increased the 
use of existing recreational facilities or accelerated use in such a manner that causes 
substantial physical deterioration, or if the project included recreational facilities that 
might adversely affect the physical environment due to construction or expansion. 
 

c. Direct and Indirect Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact PS-1, Fire Protection Services:  The proposed Industrial Project will result 
in increased demand for fire services within the project area that could lead to 
response times greater than six minutes.  This will be a significant impact.  
 
The proposed Industrial Project will lead to the construction and operation of new 
industrial uses (and indirectly result in new residential uses) which will require fire 
services that the City of Wasco is currently not capable of providing with its current 
fire protection services provided by Kern County. Based on population forecast 
(Section M, Population and Housing) the project’s indirect population growth could 
result in the need for one new fire station.  The City of Wasco’s General Plan 
Objective 7.2-1 establishes a standard for determining the need for a new fire station 
as one station for each 10,000 people. 
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New facilities serving the proposed industrial park will be constructed within 
industrial park boundaries.  Therefore, impacts of these facilities on the environment 
will be the same as those described in this report for the industrial park. 
 
Policy 7.2-6 of the Safety Element of the of the 2002 City of Wasco General Plan 
Update states that, “The City will coordinate with Kern County in the provision of 
fire protection services to ensure the maximum level of protection for all residences, 
commercial establishments and industries within the planning area”. This 
coordination between the City of Wasco and Kern County is to ensure that the 
proposed Industrial Project area will have adequate fire services.  A Municipal 
Services Review will be prepared by the City of Wasco for the proposed Industrial 
Project and will include the proposed location and capacity of infrastructure 
components, including fire protection.  Any needed expansion of personnel, 
equipment, or facilities will be addressed in the Municipal Services Review for the 
proposed Industrial Project.  This Municipal Services Review will also address any 
potential environmental issues resulting from potential new or expanded fire 
facilities.  No construction in the proposed Industrial Project area will be allowed 
until it is determined that adequate fire protection services will be available to service 
the proposed project.  
 
Mitigation Measure PS-1:   
 
The project will be required to install private fire alarms and fire suppression systems. 
Installation of these private systems may lessen pressure on fire protection services by 
allowing for increased response times from existing services. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant 
 
Impact PS-2, Police Protection Services:  The proposed Industrial Project will result 
in an increased demand for police services within and outside of the project area.  The 
proposed Industrial Project will lead to the construction and operation of new 
industrial uses (and indirectly result in new residential uses) which will require police 
services that the City of Wasco currently can not provide under its contract with the 
county. The proposed project‘s indirect population impacts could require up to 3 
additional officers The requirement for these additional officers, however, will not 
require the construction of new facilities.  In addition,.  Nnew housing developments 
are assessed a fee to cover new officers based on the population increase they would 
have.  This would cover the indirect growth from this project resulting in a less than 
significant impact to police protection services. 
 
A Municipal Service Review will be prepared by the City of Wasco and will include 
the proposed location and capacity of infrastructure components, including police 
protection services.  Any needed expansion of personnel, equipment, or facilities will 
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be addressed in the Municipal Services Review for the proposed annexation.  This 
Municipal Services Review will also address any potential environmental issues 
resulting from potential new or expanded police facilities.   
 
Mitigation Measure PS-2:  None Required. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant  
 
Impact PS-3, Public Schools:  The proposed Industrial Project will result in a less 
than significantn indirect impact to public schools.  The industrial development that 
results from the Industrial Project will not directly require expansion of existing 
public school facilities because the Industrial Project will not include any residential 
development.  However, these new industrial facilities will require additional labor 
leading to population growth and this will result in the need to expand and construct 
new school facilities. 
 
The Wasco Union High School District has measures in place to deal with increasing 
demand for public school facilities resulting from city population growth.  According 
to the Wasco Union High School web page, the district has the following 
implementation measure that applies to both new residential and commercial 
construction; “To help offset the burgeoning effect of the city’s rapidly growing 
student population, developer fees of $2.63 per square foot are assessed on all new 
residential construction and $0.42 per square foot on all new commercial 
construction.  Revenues thus generated are divided between the elementary district, 
which receives a 65% share, and the high school district which receives the remaining 
35%.” All new development within the proposed Industrial Project area and all new 
residential development resulting from population growth will be required to pay 
these fees to the school districts.  These fees will be used to expand existing and 
construct new public school facilities. Based on the Population and Housing Section, 
housing, it is anticipated that the project will result in an additional 402 to 805 
housing units that have not been accounted for by the Wasco General Plan update of 
2002. Indirect impacts to schools as a result of this project will be mitigated through 
developer fees required for the construction of future housing units and commercial 
uses that will house and serve any increased population resulting from the project. 
  
In addition, the City has several General Plan policies in place to direct the location of 
schools to provide neighborhood access and safety of students, in order to minimize 
the effect of new school construction. The project restricts schools from locating 
within ¼ mile from the site. 
 
Mitigation Measure PS-3:  None required. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant 
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Impact PS-4, Parks and Recreation: The proposed Industrial Project will be 
designated entirely for industrial uses and will not include any land designated for 
park and recreational purposes or the construction of any park and recreation 
facilities.  However, since the proposed Industrial Project will indirectly result in an 
increase in population, additional park and recreation facilities will be needed to 
comply with the City’s standard of six acres of parks and recreation facilities for 
every 1,000 people.  
 
According to the 2002 Wasco General Plan Update, an additional 260 acres of land 
within the general plan area have been designated for park and recreational facilities 
(in addition to the existing 70.34 acres of park, recreation, and school playground 
facilities).  This parkland has been planned to meet the needs of the Wasco population 
until the year 2050.  The total population of Wasco is expected to reach 48,194 (not 
including the inmate population) by the year 2050 (as predicted by the general plan).  
As discussed in the Population and Housing section of this EIR, the increase in 
population resulting from the proposed project will be between 1,525 and 3,050 
above that already identified in the Wasco General Plan Update.  These 330.4 acres of 
potential parkland is available for a total future population in the City of Wasco of 
56,124 people.  In order to meet the requirements of six acres of parks and recreation 
facilities for every 1,000 people, an additional 6.3 acres of parkland will be needed. 
New housing development is required to dedicate parkland or pay an in-lieu fee.  The 
needed 6.3 acres of parkland will be covered by such new housing development as 
well as within future school sites to be developed as a result of population increases. 
 
Since no new parkland will be needed above that which already exists or which has 
already been evaluated by a previous EIR, in regards to parks and recreation, there 
will be no additional adverse physical effects on the environment resulting from the 
proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure PS-4:  None required 
 
Level of Significance:  No impact.  
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Fire Protection 
Cumulative development within the City of Wasco will have an incremental impact 
on fire protection and suppression services. Any growth in the community would 
require increases in fire personnel and equipment. This Project in conjunction with 
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects may result in a 
potentially significant cumulative impact related to fire protection and suppression 
services. Implementation of General Plan policies and preparation of a Municipal 



 CHAPTER IV 
Public Services & Recreation 

IV-186  Environmental Analysis 

Services Review for fire protection and suppression service impacts would reduce the 
impact to less than significant.  In addition, mitigation measures for the installation 
of private fire alarm and fire suppression systems will reduce impacts on the demand 
for fire protection services by allowing for increased response times. 
 
Law Enforcement 
Cumulative development within the City of Wasco will have an incremental impact 
on law enforcement protection services. Any growth in the community would require 
increases in police personnel and equipment. This Project, in conjunction with other 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects may result in a potentially 
significant cumulative impact related to law enforcement. Implementation of General 
Plan policies and payment of developer impact fees provide mitigation for law 
enforcement impacts would reduce the impact to less than significant. 
 
Schools 
The proposed Project in conjunction with other past, planned, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects may result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
Wasco schools due to the increase of students generated by population increases 
related to future projects. Implementation of City of Wasco General Plan policies and 
the Wasco Union High School District measures, requiring developers to meet school 
needs as part of development entitlements, would reduce the cumulative impact to 
less than significant. 
 
Recreation 
There are no impacts associated with recreation from the Rose City Industrial Park 
project and this project will not contribute to cumulative impacts related to recreation. 
None. 
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According to Chapter 5 of the City of Wasco Environmental Impact Report for the 
2002 General Plan update, approximately 2,500 acres within the general plan project 
area is devoted to development of new residential uses.  The implementation of the 
General Plan is predicted to facilitate the development of up to 8,745 additional 
households by 2050.    Since the project has the potential to result in a need for 402 to 
805 additional housing units, these units can be accommodated within the existing 
general plan planned 2,500 acres. 
 
Although the proposed Industrial Project could result in increased population growth, 
the transition to industrial uses would be a gradual, orderly growth of the City of 
Wasco.  The project’s industrial development would be conducted in phases and in an 
orderly manner, as to minimize infrastructure costs and to ensure growth occurs in a 
contiguous manner.  As discussed in the land use section of this EIR, it is assumed 
that the Industrial Project can support industrial development for the next fifteen 
years.  Thus, although the proposed Industrial Project could result in population 
growth, this growth will be spread out over fifteen years.  The initial development of 
the two ethanol plants would add and estimated 82 jobs within approximately the first 
two years.  Based on data from the 2000 census, the City’s vacancy rate is 6.7 
percent, with 285 housing unit available.  The addition of 82 jobs would not create a 
significant impact in the short term as the available number of housing units would be 
able to absorb this demand, even assuming all new employees were not currently 
living in Wasco or within commuting distance of Wasco. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s): None required 
 
Significance Level:  Less than Significant  
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures:   

The proposed Project does not directly generate new population or housing demands.  
Indirect population growth would result from employment by new industrial 
businesses choosing to locate at the industrial park.  The Project will generate new 
employment opportunities for existing or future residents in the industrial trades, 
thereby indirectly creating a demand for additional housing. With the high 
unemployment rate in the City of Wasco it is not likely that development of the 
Project would attract new residents to the City for employment opportunities. It is 
more likely that those unemployed persons already residing in the community may 
fill newly created jobs. The cumulative impact on population and housing is 
considered less than significant.None. 
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N. Transportation/Traffic 

This section summarizes the results of a traffic impact analysis for two ethanol plants and the 
Rose City Industrial Park.  The traffic impact analysis is intended to identify the traffic 
impacts of the proposed projects and thereby provide information for the overall project 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to satisfy CEQA requirements. (Appendix I contains the 
full Traffic Impact Study, bound separately). 

1. Environmental Setting 

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that "an EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project […] and shall discuss 
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and 
regional plans." The following provides the existing land uses on the project site, as well 
as the existing plans and policies that guide the development project site. 

a. Study Area for Direct and Indirect Impacts: 

The Study Area for Direct Traffic impacts will be the proposed Industrial Project area 
and its 13 intersections plus 13 other intersections of importance. Figure IV-N-1 
provides a graphic representation of all of the intersections considered for this project. 
The westernmost limit is Magnolia Street along State Route 46, and the eastern most 
limit is Highway 99 along State Route 46 and Kimberlina Avenue. 
 

b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts:  

The Study Area for cumulative Traffic impacts will be the same as the Study Area for 
Direct Impacts. 

c. Existing Physical Conditions in the Study Area:  

Traffic study for the Existing, Near-Term, and Year 2030 Conditions include planned 
and proposed roadway improvements within the study area. Traffic volumes for 
industrial development of the Industrial Project area are projected based on worst-
case traffic generation for the range of industrial facilities that could be permitted 
within the Industrial Project area. Future traffic demands for 2030 conditions are 
projected based on the Kern County COG traffic demand model. 
 
The traffic analysis was conducted for the following study intersections and are 
illustrated in Figure IV-N-1: 

 
1. State Route 46 (SR 46)/Famoso Road (outside City SOI) 
2. State Route 99 (SR 99) Southbound Ramps/SR 46 (outside City SOI) 
3. Root Avenue/SR 46 
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4. Root Avenue/6th Street 
5. Root Avenue/Poso Avenue 
6. Root Avenue/Filburn Street 
7. Root Avenue/Jackson Avenue 
8. Root Avenue/Prospect Avenue 
9. Root Avenue/Kimberlina Road 
10. Kimberlina Road/Wasco Avenue 
11. Wasco Avenue/Prospect Avenue 
12. Wasco Avenue/Jackson Avenue 
13. Wasco Ave/J Street/Poso Avenue  
14. J Street/6th Street 
15. J Street/SR 46  
16. State Route 43 (SR 43)/SR 46 
17. Griffith Avenue/SR 46 
18. Palm Avenue/SR 46 
19. Magnolia Road/SR 46 
20. SR 43/6th Street 
21. SR 43/Poso Avenue 
22. SR 43/Jackson Avenue 
23. SR 43/Prospect Avenue 
24. SR 43/Kimberlina Road 
25. Kimberlina Road/SR 99 Northbound Ramps (outside City SOI) 
26. Kimberlina Road/SR 99 Southbound Ramps (outside City SOI) 

 
The following roadway segments were analyzed to determine the impacts from the 
proposed project and General Plan Annexation: 

 
1. SR 43, between Kimberlina Road and Jackson Avenue 
2. SR 43, between Jackson Avenue and Poso Avenue 
3. SR 43, Poso Avenue and SR 46 
4. SR 43, north of SR 46 
5. SR 46, between SR 43 and Root Avenue 
6. SR 46, between Root Avenue and SR 99 
7. SR 46, between SR 43 and Griffith Avenue 
8. SR 46, between Griffith Avenue and Palm Avenue  
9. SR 46, between Palm Avenue and Magnolia Avenue 
10. SR 46, west of Magnolia Avenue  
11. Kimberlina Road, between SR 43 and Root Avenue 
12. Kimberlina Road, between Root Avenue and SR 99 
13. Kimberlina Road, between SR 43 and Magnolia Avenue 
14. SR43, south of Kimberlina Avenue  
15. Root Avenue, north of SR 46 
16. Root Avenue, between SR 46 and Poso Avenue 
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connects Magnolia Avenue to the west and Root Avenue to the east in the City of 
Wasco. 
 
Jackson Avenue – Jackson Avenue is a two-lane (one-lane in either direction) 
roadway that runs east-west within the industrial park. Jackson Avenue under existing 
conditions carries approximately 100 vpd west of SR 43 and approximately 300 vpd 
east of SR 43.     
 
Kimberlina Road – Kimberlina Road is a two-lane (one-lane in either direction) 
roadway that runs east-west along the southern boundary of the industrial park.  
Kimberlina Road under existing conditions carries approximately 4,150 vpd in the 
vicinity of the project site.  Kimberlina Road provides direct access to SR 99 to the 
east of the project area.  
 
Root Avenue – Under existing conditions, Root Avenue is a rural unpaved road 
outside the City of Wasco that connects Kimberlina Road to the south and SR 46 to 
the north.  Under existing conditions, it carries approximately 800 vpd in the vicinity 
of the proposed project. 
 
Existing Traffic Conditions     
 
Under existing conditions, all of the study intersections operate at acceptable levels of 
service, except the intersection of Griffith Avenue/SR 46. 

Griffith Avenue/SR 46 (Unsignalized) – This intersection operates at LOS F (delay 
greater than 50 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak hour.  A traffic signal has 
been installed to restore this intersection to operate at an acceptable level of service.  

Near-Term without Project Conditions 

J Street/SR 46 (Un-signalized) – The intersection is projected to operate at 
unacceptable levels (LOS F, delay greater than 50 seconds per vehicle) during the 
p.m. peak hour.  The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of 
service with the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection.  Analysis of peak 
hour traffic signal warrants revealed that the intersection is not projected to warrant 
installation of a traffic signal at the intersection.  At this time, the City of Wasco 
should monitor the intersection and evaluate signal warrants based on delay and 
safety.  Traffic signal should be installed when it is warranted. Because this 
intersection includes a state highway (SR 46), Caltrans has jurisdiction over the 
intersection and determines when signal warrants are met. This applies to all 
intersections that include a state highway. 

Future without Project Conditions  
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other than those on the circulation diagram map. Developers would negotiate 
necessary easements to allow this.  

Roadway Segment Level of Service Standards and Thresholds 

The analysis of roadway segment Level of Service is based on the functional 
classification of the roadway, the maximum desired Level of Service capacity, 
roadway geometrics, and the existing or forecasted average daily traffic (ADT) 
volume.  Table IV-N-3.3 presents the roadway segment capacity and Level of Service 
standards that will be used in the assessment of roadway performance. 

 

Table IV-N-3.3 Roadway Segment Daily Capacity by Road Facility 
by Level of Service 

Levels of Service 
Daily Capacity 

Functional 
Classification 

A B C D E 
6 Lane Freeway 67,500 78,500 90,000 101,250 112,500 
4 Lane Freeway 45,000 52,500 60,000 67,500 75,000 
6 Lane Arterial 36,000 42,000 48,000 54,000 60,000 
4 Lane Arterial 24,000 28,000 32,000 36,000 40,000 
4 Lane Collector 18,000 21,000 24,000 27,000 30,000 
2 Lane Collector 9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000 

     Note: Daily Capacity is in vehicles per day 

The City has adopted Level-of-Service (LOS) “C” as the threshold standard for traffic 
operations on City facilities. In special cases where improvements to roadways are 
deemed infeasible by the City, LOS D may be used as an acceptable standard upon 
approval of the City’s Traffic Engineer and City Council. The City of Wasco 
currently uses the 2000 Circulation Element transportation policies to guide its 
circulation system improvements and to determine potential impacts from proposed 
development. 

The Kern County standards recommend LOS D or better as the minimum acceptable 
for roadway segment ADT volumes.   

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Caltrans’ target level of service is “C” on rural state facilities, although the Concept 
Report for SR 43 adopted LOS “D” for state facilities within City of Wasco limits 



 CHAPTER IV 
Transportation & Traffic 

IV-201  Environmental Analysis 

due to urban settings.  The state facilities within the proposed project area, however, 
that are not within City limits are subject to Caltrans’ target level of service “C”, 
including SR 46 between SR 43 and SR 99. 

2. Consideration and Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts 

The following information is provided in accordance with Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

a. Environmental Thresholds Identified by CEQA: 

This subsection provides the criteria used to determine if the proposed Project or its 
alternative would have the potential to result in significant impacts to the public or the 
environment. The CEQA Environmental Checklist states that a project would have 
significant impacts on transportation if it would: 

i. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections) 

ii. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways 

iii. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks 

iv. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

v. Result in inadequate emergency access 

vi. Result in inadequate parking capacity 

vii. Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks) 

b. Threshold(s) of Significance Adopted in This EIR: 

After consideration of the evaluation methods suggested by CEQA and the 
Professional Practice Standards, the thresholds of significance adopted for this EIR 
are as follows: 
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i. Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections). 

ii. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the 
City of Wasco, county congestion management agency or adopted County 
threshold for designated roads or highways or Caltrans standards for state 
highways. Specifically, would implementation of the project cause the LOS for 
roadways and/or intersections to decline below the abovefollowing thresholds or 
further degrade already degraded segment(s). 

Threshold (iii) does not apply to this project, as the air traffic patterns will not 
change. 

Threshold (iv) does not apply to this project as the project will not have any sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections, or incompatible uses within its design.  All roads 
will be built to City, County, or State standards where appropriate. 

Threshold (v) is not applicable, as the project will not affect emergency access. 

Threshold (vi) is not applicable, as the project will not affect parking capacity. 

Threshold (v) does not apply, as the project will not conflict with any adopted 
policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

Evaluation Methods 
 
The study area for this traffic analysis comprises the roadways and intersections in 
the immediate vicinity of the proposed project, and includes locations that could 
potentially be impacted by the proposed project and General Plan boundaries.  The 
traffic impact analysis (Appendix I, bound separately) first provides an overview of 
existing traffic conditions at the study intersections and roadway segments, and then 
an evaluation of project impacts under Near-Term and Future Conditions.   
 
Signalized Intersection Analysis 
Signalized intersection analysis follows the procedures outlined in the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board (TRB), National Research 
Council, Washington, D.C. 2000.  This method defines LOS in terms of delay, or 
more specifically, average stopped delay per vehicle.  Delay is a measure of driver 
and/or passenger discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption and lost travel time.  This 
technique uses 1,900 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) as the maximum saturation 
volume of an intersection.  This saturation volume is adjusted to account for lane 
width, on-street parking, pedestrians, traffic composition (i.e., percentage trucks), and 
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IV-N-6.2, all roadway segments operate at acceptable levels of service under existing 
conditions. 

Near-Term Conditions 
LOS analysis at the study intersections and roadway segments was conducted based 
on the projected traffic volumes under “with” and “without” project conditions to 
evaluate the impacts of the additional traffic generated by the proposed project.  
Figure IV-N-9 illustrates the projected peak hour turning movement volumes under 
Near-Term with Project Conditions.   

Study Intersections 
LOS analysis at the study intersections was conducted based on the projected peak 
hour turning movement volumes under “with” and “without” project conditions.  
Table IV-N-7.2 summarizes the results of the intersection analysis under Near-Term 
Conditions.  Detailed calculations of the LOS analysis for Near-Term without Project 
Conditions and Near-Term with Project Conditions are included in Appendix I.  
Under Near-Term without Project Conditions and Near-Term with project conditions, 
all of the study intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service, 
except the intersection of J Street/SR 46. 

Roadway Segments 

Roadway segment analysis was conducted based on the projected average daily 
traffic.  Table IV-N-7.3 summarizes the results of roadway segment analysis under 
Near-Term Conditions.  As illustrated in Table IV-N-7.3, all roadway segments 
operate at acceptable levels of service under Near-Term without Project Conditions 
and Near-Term with Project Conditions. 

Future Conditions 
The future conditions are based on the Kern County Regional Travel Demand Model. 
The regional model accounts for all anticipated developments within the region based 
on the general plans for local jurisdictions included in the travel demand model.  The 
documentation of the assumptions related to the land uses and transportation network 
improvements are part of the Regional Travel Demand Model and available from 
Kern County. 

Level of service analysis at the study intersections and roadway segments was 
conducted based on the projected traffic volumes under Future with and without 
Project Conditions to evaluate the impacts of the additional traffic generated from 
built out of the proposed project area.  Figure IV-N-17 illustrates the projected peak 
hour turning movement volumes under Future with Project Conditions.   
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Table IV-N-10.1 Summary of Fair Share for Study Intersections 

Identified Mitigation Measures Fair Share 
Study Intersection 

Near-Term Future with and without Annexation Near-Term Future with 
Annexation 

SR 46/Famoso Road  Westbound left-turn lane  11% 
SR 99 Southbound 
Ramps/SR 46  Northbound left-turn lane*  19% 

 Signalization* 
 Eastbound left-turn lane* Root Avenue/Poso Avenue 
 Westbound left-turn lane* 

 91% 

Root Avenue/Prospect 
Avenue  Signalization*  86% 

Eastbound left-turn lane 
Eastbound right-turn lane 
Westbound left-turn lane 

Westbound right-turn lane 
Northbound left-turn lane 
Northbound through lane 

Northbound right-turn lane 
Southbound left-turn lane 
Southbound through lane 

J Street/SR 46 Signalization 

Southbound right-turn lane 

30% 12% 

Westbound left-turn lane 
Northbound left-turn lane 

Northbound right-turn lane 
SR 43/SR 46  

Southbound left-turn lane 

 16% 

SR 43/Sixth Street  Northbound through lane  7% 
Eastbound left-turn lane SR 43/Poso Avenue  

Northbound left-turn lane 
 16% 
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Northbound through lane   
Southbound left-turn lane 

  

SR 43/Jackson Avenue  Signalization  0% 
ALT 1:Signalization 

SR 43/Prospect Avenue  ALT 2:Right Only along Eastbound and 
Westbound directions 

 0% 

 2 Eastbound left-turn lanes 
 2 Westbound left-turn lanes 
 Eastbound right-turn lane(overlap phase) 
 Westbound right-turn lane(overlap phase) 
 Northbound left-turn lane 
 Northbound right-turn lane* 

SR 43/Kimberlina Road 

 Southbound left-turn lane 

 19% 

Note: Mitigation measures marked with asterisk (*) are needed under Future with Annexation Conditions in addition to mitigation measures identified under Future 
without Annexation Conditions. 
 
 

Table IV-N-10.2 Summary of Fair Share for Roadway Segments 

Roadway Segments 

Fair Share 
Roadway Segment Mitigation Measures 

Project OnlyNear Term Additional Annexation 
OnlyFuture 

SR 43, north of SR 46 Two lanes either direction - 2% 

SR 43, between Poso Avenue and SR 46 Two lanes either direction - 8% 

SR 43, south of Kimberlina Road Three lanes either direction - 14% 

Interchanges  
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Road between SR 43 and Root Avenue will be at acceptable levels under Near-Term 
with Project Conditions.  However, it is recommended that signal interconnect 
between the intersections on the east and west of the railroad tracks shall be provided 
to provide railroad preemption at the signalized intersections.     

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a project's contribution to 
significant cumulative impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable if 
the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or 
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  The lead agency is required to 
identify facts and analysis supporting this conclusion. 

Fair Share Allocation 

The following impacts shall be mitigated by all development in the Rose Industrial 
Park.  Individual Projects shall submit a Traffic Impact Study as part of their Precise 
Development Plan (PDP) application that identifies the number of trips the project 
will generate and the cumulative trips generated by the project plus all projects within 
the Rose Industrial Park with an approved PDP.  The project's fair share percent for 
traffic improvements will be calculated based on their portion of the Rose Industrial 
Park’s fair share percentage for the improvements as listed on tables IV-N-10.1 and 
10.2.  The cost for these improvements will be calculated by the City of Wasco and a 
fair share cost based on trip generation will be published.  If the cumulative trips 
calculated in the TIS triggers an LOS below level of Service D at any of the identified 
intersections or road segments listed in tables IV-N-10.1 and 10.2, the City of Wasco 
shall place the project on its Capital Improvement Plan and initiate design and 
identify funds available from the Rose Industrial Park Traffic Impact Fund and other 
sources for the improvement(s). 

Future Traffic Impacts with Project Conditions 

Study Intersections 

Impact TR-2: SR 46/Famoso Road (Signalized) – The intersection is projected to 
operate at unacceptable levels (LOS D, delay greater than 50 seconds per vehicle) 
during the p.m. peak hour.  The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable 
levels of service with the following mitigation measure, identified under Future 
without Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TR-2 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the westbound approach to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane.  Each 
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project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-3: SR 99 Southbound Ramps/SR 46 (Signalized) – The intersection is 
projected to operate at unacceptable levels (LOS D, delay greater than 49 seconds per 
vehicle) during the a.m. peak hour.   

Mitigation Measure TR-3 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the northbound approach to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane. Each 
project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-4: Root Avenue/Poso Avenue (Unsignalized) – The intersection is 
projected to operate at LOS F (delay greater than 50 seconds per vehicle) during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.   

Mitigation Measure TR-4 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by 
installation of traffic signal at the intersection.  In addition, the eastbound and 
westbound approaches will need to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-5: Root Avenue/Prospect Avenue (Unsignalized) – The intersection is 
projected to operate at LOS E (delay greater than 39 seconds per vehicle) during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.   

Mitigation Measure TR-5 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by 
installation of traffic signal at the intersection.  Each project developed within the 
Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR 
to mitigate this impact. 
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Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-6: J Street/SR 46 (Signalized) – The intersection is projected to operate 
at LOS E (delay greater than 63 seconds per vehicles) during the a.m. peak hour and 
LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak hour. The 
intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the following 
mitigation measure, identified under Future without Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TR-6 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide an additional exclusive left-turn 
lane and exclusive right-turn lane. In addition, the northbound approach will need to 
be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane, exclusive through lane 
and exclusive right-turn lane.  Implementation of the above lane configuration will 
necessitate two receiving lanes on the north leg of the intersection.  In addition, the 
southbound approach will need to be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-
turn lane, exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane with an overlap phase. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-7: SR 43/SR 46 (Signalized) – The intersection is projected to operate at 
LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak hour.  The 
intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the following 
mitigation measure, identified under Future without Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-7 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the northbound approach to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane and 
exclusive right-turn lane.  In addition the southbound approach will also need to be 
widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The traffic signal will also need to be 
modified to provide protected left-turn phases on all approaches.  The intersection of 
J Street/SR 46 and SR 43/SR 46 will need to be coordinated. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined 
in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
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Impact TR-8: SR 43/Sixth Street (Signalized) – The intersection is projected to 
operate at LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak 
hour.  The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the 
following mitigation measure, identified under Future without Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TR-8 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the northbound approach to provide an additional exclusive through lane.  
Implementation of this mitigation measure would require the south leg of the 
intersection to be widened to receive two northbound through lanes. Each project 
developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution 
as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-9: SR 43/Poso Avenue (Signalized) – The intersection is projected to 
operate at LOS E (delay greater than 56 seconds per vehicle) during the a.m. peak 
hour and LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak 
hour.  The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the 
following mitigation measure, identified under Future without Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TR-9 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels by widening the 
northbound approach to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane and exclusive 
through lane.  The southbound approach will also need to be widened to provide an 
additional exclusive left-turn lane.  In addition the eastbound approach will also need 
to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The traffic signal at the 
intersection will also need to be modified to provide an overlap phase for the 
eastbound right-turns and protected left-turns on all approaches. Each project 
developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution 
as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 
 
Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-10: SR 43/Jackson Avenue (Unsignalized) – The intersection is projected 
to operate at LOS F (delay greater than 50 seconds per vehicle) during the p.m. peak 
hour. The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the 
following mitigation measure, identified under Future without Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-10 
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The delay on the minor street approach (eastbound and westbound approaches on 
Jackson Avenue), are projected to experience significant delay due to heavy volumes 
on SR 43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, installation of traffic 
signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal warrant.  It is recommended 
that City of Wasco monitor this intersection to determine when to install a traffic 
signal based on delay and accident warrants.  Installation of a traffic signal at the 
intersection is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable levels. Each 
project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-11: SR 43/Prospect Avenue (Unsignalized) – The intersection is 
projected to operate at LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels 
of service with the following mitigation measure, identified under Future without 
Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TR-11 

The delay on the minor street approach (eastbound and westbound approaches on 
Prospect Avenue), are projected to experience significant delay due to heavy volumes 
on SR 43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, installation of a traffic 
signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal warrants.  It is 
recommended that the City of Wasco monitor this intersection to determine when to 
install a traffic signal based on delay and accident warrants.  Installation of a traffic 
signal at the intersection is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable 
levels. 

If the signal is not installed at the intersection, the City of Wasco should consider 
providing limited access (right-in and right-out only) along Prospect Avenue.  
Providing limited access to Prospect Avenue, is projected to restore the level of 
service to acceptable levels at the intersection. Each project developed within the 
Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR 
to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-12: SR 43/Kimberlina Road (Signalized) – The intersection is projected 
to operate at LOS F (delay greater than 80 seconds per vehicle) during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours. The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
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service with the following mitigation measure, identified under Future without 
Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-12 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide two exclusive left-turn lanes, 
exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  The eastbound and westbound 
right-turn lanes will have to be designed to provide an overlap phase.  In addition, the 
northbound and southbound approaches need to be widened to provide an additional 
exclusive left-turn lane. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park 
will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Figure IV-N-18, illustrates the recommended mitigation measures for Future with 
Project Conditions. 

Roadway Segments 

Roadway segment analysis was conducted based on the projected average daily 
traffic.  Table IV-N-8.3 summarizes the results of roadway segment analysis under 
future conditions.  As illustrated in Table IV-N-8.3, all roadway segments are 
projected to operate at acceptable levels of service under Future without Project 
Conditions, except the roadway segments of SR 43, between Poso Avenue and SR 
46; and SR 43, north of SR 46.  Under Future with Project Conditions, one additional 
roadway segment is projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service.  The 
roadway segment of SR 43, south of Kimberlina Road is projected to operate at LOS 
E.   

Impact TR-13: SR 43, between Poso Avenue and SR 46 – The roadway segment is 
projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service under Future without Project 
Conditions and Future with Project Conditions.  The projected ADT on the roadway 
segment is to be 19,700 vehicles per day under Future without Project Conditions and 
approximately 20,850 under Future with Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-13 

The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels of service by widening the 
roadway segment to provide two-lanes in both directions. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined 
in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 
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Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-14: SR 43, north of SR 46 – The roadway segment is projected to operate 
at unacceptable levels of service under Future without Project Conditions and Future 
with Project Conditions.  The projected ADT on the roadway segment is to be 25,700 
vehicles per day under Future without Project Conditions and approximately 26,050 
under Future with Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-14 

The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels of service by widening the 
roadway segment to provide two-lanes in both directions. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined 
in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Impact TR-15: SR 43, south of Kimberlina Avenue – The roadway segment is 
projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service under Future with Project 
Conditions.  The projected ADT on the roadway segment is to be 38,850 vehicles per 
day.   

Mitigation Measure TR-15 

The roadway segment can be restored to acceptable levels of service by widening the 
roadway segment to provide three-lanes in both directions. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined 
in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Impact TR-16: Root/Jackson - The intersection is projected to operate at LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  Based on City of Wasco the acceptable threshold is LOS 
C.  The intersection is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the 
following mitigation measure, identified under Future with Project Conditions.   

Mitigation Measure TR-16 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of service by widening 
the eastbound approach to add an additional exclusive left-turn lane at the 
intersection.  The intersection can also be mitigated by installation of traffic signal. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 



 CHAPTER IV 
Transportation/Traffic 

 IV-219 Environmental Analysis 

Level of Significance  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Railroad Grade Separation 

Based on the forecasted Future with Project Conditions, it is projected that in order to 
provide acceptable traffic operations along Root Avenue, and Kimberlina Road 
between SR 43 and Root Avenue grade separations will not be required over the 
railroad tracks.   
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b. Threshold(s) of Significance Adopted in This EIR:  

After careful review of the project, it has been determined that CEQA guidelines for 
thresholds of significance for impacts relating to the following apply: 

 
ii. 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 

iii. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects 

v. 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 

The remaining CEQA guidelines were determined not to exceed the threshold of 
significance for impacts because the City of Wasco taps groundwater aquifers beneath the 
city limits for drinking water, and has adequate water supplies from existing entitlements 
and resources (iv).  See Appendix K, SB610 Analysis on water supply. The 
Shafter/Wasco Kern County Landfill has sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
solid waste generated by the project area (vi), and solid waste will comply with the City 
of Wasco General Plan and City ordinances restricting the generation of solid waste (vii). 
 

c. Direct and Indirect Impacts and Mitigation Measures:  

Impact UTIL-1: Violate wastewater effluent quality standards through additional 
discharge to the City of Wasco’s sanitary sewer. 
 
This project has the potential to violate wastewater effluent quality standards through 
additional discharge to the City of Wasco’s sanitary sewer.  The Wasco publicly owned 
treatment plant (POTW) currently discharges its treated effluent to land under California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board oversight.  The ethanol plants will be required to 
utilize best management practices and recycling of water to reduce the amount and type 
of effluent entering the sanitary sewer system. 
 
The City of Wasco, in order to retain capacity at their existing plant for residential and 
commercial customers, may require the construction of a new wastewater facility within 
the Industrial Park for handling of all on-site wastewater, or on-site facilities for pre-
treating the industrial waste or expansion of the existing plant with pretreatment of 
industrial waste.  The pre-treatment facility will be designed to handle the industrial 
waste discharge generated by the uses allowed within the Industrial Park. Development 
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of new wastewater treatment infrastructure shall be consistent with the requirements of 
the Sewer Master Plan developed by Harris and Associates (April 2007). 
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 
 
Ethanol and other industrial plants planned for the project site must meet POTW water 
quality standards by standards, including pre-treating wastewater prior to discharge to the 
city’s sanitary sewer network, if necessary.  With pre-treatment, the POTW has the 
capacity to accept additional wastewater flows from the project area. Best management 
practices for reducing wastewater volume shall be employed. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant with Mitigation. 
 
Impact UTIL-2: Capacity of the City of Wasco’s water supply utility 
 
This project has the potential to exceed the capacity of the City of Wasco’s water system.  
The industrial and commercial uses anticipated for the project area will can add up to 3 
5.2 million gallons per day (1.2 MGDs from the ethanol plants, 1 4 MGD from other 
industrial) in potable water demand to the city’s existing water supply infrastructure, or 
about 50% of the current average daily demand. Furthermore, fire protection for the 
project site will require additional capacity.  The City’s peak demand is 6.4 MGD, and all 
water is supplied by groundwater pumping.  In order to service the project area, 
additional water supply may be required, either through expansion of the city’s system or 
installation of dedicated water wells for industries with high water demand.  Potential 
impacts related to increased water demand from the Industrial Park include the lowering 
of the water table, groundwater depletion and land subsidence. 
 
However, additional water supplies will still likely be required to serve the project area.  
Refer to the Hydrology and Water Quality section of this report for a discussion of 
potential impacts to the groundwater supply due to additional water demand. 
 
Industries with high water demand and wastewater flows should use best available 
technologies for recycling/reuse of process water.  With appropriate recycling/reuse, the 
POTW has existing capacity to accept additional wastewater flows.   
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant  
 
Impact UTIL-3:  Capacity of Wasco’s Wastewater system (POTW) 
 
The POTW has a capacity of 3.0 million gallons per day (MGD), and currently processes 
an average of 1.8 MGD in wastewater from the City of Wasco sanitary sewer system.  
However, many types of food processing plants (e.g., meat or fruit packing) and other 
agricultural related processing plants (e.g., cotton, leather, paper, etc.) that may locate in 
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the industrial park would generate significant wastewater flows.  As stated under UTIL-1, 
a new wastewater treatment facility may be constructed in the Industrial Park to handle 
and/or pre-treat the flows generated by its businesses to meet wastewater quality 
standards.  The impacts from construction of this facility would be no greater than other 
allowable uses within the Industrial Park, the impacts of which are being addressed in 
this EIR, at a programmatic level.  A Precise Development Plan (PDP) would be required 
for the construction of the facility, which would include a project level analysis under 
CEQA.   
 
The Industrial Park would generate additional wastewater, including up to 0.6 MGD from 
the proposed ethanol plants.  Based on the Wasco Wastewater Master Plan (Harris & 
Assoc. 2007), expansion of the existing plant POTW would cost $24 million less than 
building a new conventional treatment plant within the Industrial Park ($38 million 
compared to $14 million). Any industrial wastewater sent from the Industrial Park to the 
Wasco POTW would be required to be pre-treated to reduce heavy metals and other 
constituents that could potentially impact POTW operations. Discharge of the waste from 
the pre-treatment would be the responsibility of the property owner and operator. If the 
City attracts large wet industries, such as food processors, to the industrial park, high 
waste strength wastewater may require pretreatment prior to discharge into the City’s 
system.  High strength wastewater is more cost-effectively treated with processes 
different that those used at the existing WWTP.   
 
Package treatment facilities for wastewater may be an economically viable option to the 
upgrade of sewer lines and expansion of the existing POTW.  These package treatment 
facilities are constructed with modular units that allow for incremental expansion of the 
facility as needed.  The anticipated ultimate capacity of the package treatment facility is 2 
MGD.  Figure IV-O-1 shows the conceptual location of the facility and Figure IV-O-2 is 
a description of a typical package treatment facility. As stated above, a Precise 
Development Plan (PDP) would be required for the construction of the facility, which 
would require a project level analysis under CEQA.   
 
The off-site improvements recommended in the Sewer Master Plan have not been studied 
as part of this EIR.   
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3a: Capacity of Wasco’s Wastewater system 
 
The City of Wasco shall increase capacity of their wastewater system through 
dDevelopment of new wastewater treatment infrastructure shall be consistent with the 
requirements of the Sewer Master Plan developed by Harris and Associates (April 2007), 
development of a package treatment facility within the Industrial Park, or requiring on-
site treatment of wastewater consistent with mitigation measure UTIL-3b, or combination 
to meet the additional demand generated by the Industrial Park. 
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Industrial Park Development Improvements to Extend Wastewater Service to Industrial Park 
 Pipelines 

A Replace 8,000 feet of existing 15-inch w/ 24-inch sewer pipeline 
B Construct 1,600 feet of 18-inch sewer pipeline as noted in the City of Wasco Sewer Master Plan. 
 Structures 

C Construct 20 large diameter sewer manholes 
 

Railroad Crossings 

D Construct 2 36-inch tunnels 
  

 
Wet All industries, such asincluding food processors, with high waste strength 
wastewater, will be required to pre-treat their wastewater prior to discharge into the any 
City’s system.  Data on a project’s wastewater shall be submitted for each Precise 
Development Plan to be able to evaluate the potential impact to the City’s capacity and 
ability to handle the waste stream and the level of pre-treatment needed, if any, for that 
project. 

 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant 
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3b: Interim Wastewater Treatment 
 
Until extension of the wastewater system is completed to supply service to the Rose City 
Industrial Park, all development will be required to install package treatment plants to 
process wastewater generated by their facilities.  Facilities can be shared if additional 
capacity can be demonstrated.  Septic systems will not be permitted. Treated wastewater 
will be discharged either to evaporation/percolation ponds or to land for irrigation.  
Development of the Industrial park must be phased so that sufficient land is preserved for 
this purpose. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant 
 
Impact UTIL-4:  Construction of new stormwater drainage facilities 
 
This project will require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities to handle 
increased stormwater runoff.  In addition, stormwater runoff from industrial areas may 
contain pollutants that have the potential to degrade water quality.  Currently, the City of 
Wasco collects stormwater in a retention basin adjacent to the POTW.  The stormwater is 
then discharged to land with the treated wastewater effluent.  New facilities may include 
an upgrade of the existing stormwater system, or the construction of a detention basin or 
basins on the project site.   
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Stormwater facilities will be constructed within the project area being evaluated by this 
EIR.  Therefore construction impacts from the additional stormwater facilities are 
included as part of the project impacts being evaluated.  The siting of any needed 
detention or retention basins will require additional CEQA review to address site-specific 
issues.  The siting of retention or detention basins must avoid historic and cultural 
resources and/or habitat and wetland areas within the Industrial Park, to the maximum 
extent feasible. 
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-4: Construction of new stormwater drainage facilities 
 
Each facility will be required to maintain all stormwater onsite. The total runoff for a one 
hundred year frequency for the ethanol site will be approximately 83 acre-feet of water. 
The facility shall be designed to detain 83 acre-fee of water on site. A detention basin for 
this site can be established by dedicating 12 acres of the land to a stormwater 
management facility with a 10-acre basin at a 15-foot depth.  
 
The remaining industrial park (1,300 acres) is estimated to require a shared stormwater 
facility of approximately 20 acres (20-foot depth) or individual sites of 1.2 acres for 30-
acre industrial sites. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less than significant 
 

d. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a project’s contribution to 
significant cumulative impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable if the 
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures 
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.   
 
Water Service 
The proposed Project in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects will result in the expansion of public water systems serving the City of 
Wasco. The proposed Project is served by the City of Wasco Public Works Department. 
Although the proposed project will increase demand for water supply, best available 
technologies for recycling/reuse of process water will be implemented to reduce overall 
water demand for the industrial park. The cumulative impact on water service is 
considered less than significant. 

 
Wastewater 
The proposed Project in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects will result in the expansion of public sewer collection systems and 
wastewater treatment infrastructure serving the City of Wasco. The expansion of this 
infrastructure for the industrial park will be consistent with requirements of the Sewer 
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Master Plan developed by Harris and Associates (April 2007). The cumulative impact on 
wastewater collection and treatment system is considered less than significant. 
Cumulative impacts from the construction of water, wastewater, and stormwater utilities 
are included in the overall assessment of cumulative impacts for this project. 
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WATER AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Actiflo® ACP Package Plants 
 

The World’s most advanced packaged clarifier designed to fit a wide 
range of applications:  drinking water, industrial process water, 
primary and tertiary wastewater treatment 
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The result of years of research and development, the Actiflo® ballasted clarification process, 
developed by OTV, can solve the most severe treatment problems and meet the most stringent 
economic limitations.  The Actiflo® process represents the most advanced available clarification 
process on the market today. 
 
The Actiflo® ACP package plants are engineered to provide a compact modular system in response to 
the ever growing demand for high performance water treatment process in an affordable and practical 
format.  The ACP package plants are particularly compact and thus ideal for sites with important 
space limitations. They are designed to offer easy access to all its components, allowing efficient 
maintenance and inspection routines. 

 
 
 
 
 

KEY FEATURES 

The Actiflo® ACP units represent a breakthrough in water treatment 
technologies.  It combines the following elements:  

 
• Microsand serves as seed for floc formation and ballast to 

increase floc density and high settling velocity. 
 

• Plate settling greatly reduces the clarifier surface. 
 

• Package Plant configuration for manufactured compact and 
affordable installation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CHARACTERISTICS 

• High efficiency 
The Actiflo® package plants are designed to treat a wide variety of raw water. By 
reducing turbidity, color, suspended solids, metals, TOC, taste and odor more 
efficiently than any other process in the market, the ACP insures water production 
of the highest quality.  Even though the ACP units are extremely compact, they 
nevertheless offer performances comparable to systems built on a much larger 
scale. 

 
• Savings 

The extremely high efficiency of the Actiflo® ballasted floc settling process allows 
settling rates ranging from 40 to 200 m/h (16 to 80 gpm/sf), leaving conventional 
systems settling performance far behind.  Since the units are standard, extremely 
compact and competitively priced, civil engineering costs are, as a result, greatly 
reduced. 

 
• Process stability 

The ACP produced water quality remains stable even under major raw water 
fluctuations in flow-rate, turbidity or temperature. 

 
• Very short start-up time  

Actiflo® ACP will reach a steady state operation very quickly (usually less than 20 
minutes). 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

The process retention time is very short, leading to a very quick response to 
changes in raw water quality.  Chemical dosages are therefore minimized. 
Operating the ACP units in start / stop mode becomes a major advantage, 
considering energy consumption efficiency. 

 
• Reduced operating costs 

Chemical savings of up to 40% can be achieved with the Actiflo® process, 
compared to conventional systems.  Operating costs can further be reduced by 
operating with Dusenflo® DUS packaged filters, specially designed for operation 
with Actiflo®.  Dusenflo® combines efficient air and water backwashing 
techniques and specially designed under drain nozzles, maintaining a perfectly 
clean filter media and a reduced number of backwash cycles.  All these elements 
combined translate into major energy savings, as well as increased water 
production. 
 

 
 

 

HOW DOES IT WORK 

ACTIFLO® settling process 
 

The Ballasted Clarification process is based on a tank configuration doing coagulation, injectio
the microsand and a lamellar settling, all combined to provide a high performance and reliable 

 
Actiflo® package unit schematic view  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

• Water coagulation 
A coagulant is injected to the raw water upstream of the unit.  The water then 
colloidal matter. 

 
• Flocculation 
A polymer is injected to the coagulated water. The microsand is used to we
accelerates the formation of polymer bridges between pin flocs, suspended solids a
are formed. 

 
• High-rate settling 
Heavy flocs, ballasted by microsand, settle quickly in the lamellar tube area down to
is collected in a series of troughs. Filtration and disinfection can follow, if required. 

 

n and maturation of the floc, dosage of 
water treatment system. 

enters a rapid mix tank to destabilize 
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• Microsand recirculation 
The settled sludge is continually pumped to a hydrocyclone, where sand and sludge are efficiently separated. The 
hydrocyclone recycles the microsand back into the injection tank and discharges the sludge throughout the process. 
 

 
 
 

The Actiflo® package plant comes complete with all the required monitoring equipment.  It also 
includes a control panel and a Human Machine Interface.  On board instruments can include 
such items as turbidimeters, pH-meter, and chlorine analyzer.  As an option, John Meunier can 
offer a remote monitoring system to complete the ACP package plant. 

 
 
 
 
 

OPERATION AND CONTROL 

• The Actiflo® units are manufactured in our plant and delivered pre-assembled. 

• For increased treatment capacity, these units may be installed in parallel. 

 

Capacity 2 at 40 m/h (16 gpm/sf) 
Model 1

m3/d MGD 

ACP-150R 1000 0.25 

ACP-300R 2000 0.5 

ACP-450R 4000 1.0 

ACP-550R 6000 1.5 

ACP-600R 8000 2.0 

ACP-700R 12500 3.3 

ACP-750R 14250 3.8 

MODELS 

1. Other units are available upon request. 

2. Unit capacities are adjusted depending on application and can be up to double the presented value. 

 

• The Actiflo® ACP units are available in three configurations: as the Actiflo® ACP process 
alone (clarifier only), added with a separate Dusenflo® DUS filter package unit (clarifier and 
one or multiple filters) or as the Actifloc™ AFP (also called Actifilter), combining the 
Actiflo® clarifier and the Dusenflo® filter in the same packaged unit (clarifier and filter). 

 
• Different options are available to complete the package plant supply. 

• Some ACP models can be installed on truck floats, trailers or containers. 

• Manufacturing, delivery, installation and start-up are carried-out promptly. 

 

 
 

Head Office 
4105 Sartelon 
St-Laurent (Quebec) Canada  H4S 2B3 
Tel. :  514-334-7230   www.johnmeunier.com  
Fax :  514-334-5070   sales@johnmeunier.com  
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Ontario Office 
2000 Argentia Road, Plaza 4, Unit 430 
Mississauga (Ontario) Canada  L5N 1W1 
Tel. :  905-286-4846   www.johnmeunier.com  
Fax :  905-286-0488   ontario@johnmeunier.com  

http://www.johnmeunier.com/
mailto:ontario@johnmeunier.com
http://www.johnmeunier.com/
mailto:sales@johnmeunier.com
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P.    Energy Efficiency 

The City of Wasco will encourage incoming tenants to coordinate their activities to increase 
efficient use of raw materials, reduce outputs of waste, conserve energy and water resources, 
and reduce transportation requirements. This resource efficiency translates into economic 
gains for the businesses while the local community benefits from the resulting improvements 
in its environment and from the creation of new jobs. 
 
One such technology for the City of Wasco to encourage prospective tenants to use is solar 
photovoltaic cells. Solar photovoltaic cells (SPC) convert sunlight directly into electricity. 
The City of Wasco has 276 days of sun annually, therefore has significantly high insolation 
levels, which allows SPCs to be an economical source of energy for the Park. In conjunction 
with SPCs, solar hot water heaters also use the sun to heat either water or a heat-transfer fluid 
in collectors. A typical system will reduce the need for conventional water heating by about 
two-thirds. Solar water heaters are available that can reduce annual water heating operating 
costs by 50% to 80% or more using energy created from the sun. 
Other energy efficient measures to be encouraged by the City (depending on the particular 
uses) could include: 

• Recycling waste material 

• The use of cogeneration (using a heat engine or a power station to 
simultaneously generate both electricity and useful heat) equipment for 
electricity and heating, 

• An integrated approach to water conservation efforts, 

• Using a condensing boiler (a hydronic boiler that achieves enhanced efficiency 
by incorporating an additional heat exchanger. This uses the heat in the exhaust 
gases from the boiler to preheat the water as it enters the boiler, and so 
recaptures energy that would otherwise be lost), 

• Adding an electronic energy saving modules (ESM), as refrigeration is also a 
major factor of energy consumption and a ESM can be added to existing HVAC 
and refrigeration systems., 

Specific measures developed by the U.S. Green Building Council that shall be applied to this 
project, as part of the Leadership in Energy and Design (LEED) certification program, are as 
follows: 

SS Credit 4.2 Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms  
 
Intent: Reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.  
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Requirements: For commercial or institutional buildings, provide secure bicycle racks 
and/or storage (within 200 yards of a building entrance) for 5% or more of all building users 
(measured at peak periods), AND, provide shower and changing facilities in the building, or 
within 200 yards of a building entrance, for 0.5% of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) occupants.  

 
SS Credit 4.3 Alternative Transportation, Low Emitting & Fuel Efficient Vehicles  
 
Intent: Reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.  

Requirements: 

Option 1 
Provide low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles for 3% of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) 
occupants AND provide preferred parking for these vehicles.  

Or  

Option 2  
Provide preferred parking for low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles for 5% of the total 
vehicle parking capacity of the site.  

Or 

Option 3  
Install alternative-fuel refueling stations for 3% of the total vehicle parking capacity of the 
site (liquid or gaseous fueling facilities must be separately ventilated or located outdoors).  

For the purposes of this credit, low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles are defined as 
vehicles that are either classified as Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV) by the California Air 
Resources Board or have achieved a minimum green score of 40 on the American Council 
for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE) annual vehicle rating guide.  

“Preferred parking” refers to the parking spots that are closest to the main entrance of the 
project (exclusive of spaces designated for handicapped) or parking passes provided at a 
discounted price.  

 
SS Credit 4.4 Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity 
 
Intent: Reduce pollution and land development impacts from single occupancy vehicle use.  

Requirements: 

Option 1 – Non-Residential  
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Size parking capacity to meet, but not exceed, minimum local zoning requirements, AND, 
provide preferred parking for carpools or vanpools for 5% of the total provided parking 
spaces. 
 
Or 

Option 2 – Non-Residential  
For projects that provide parking for less than 5% of FTE building occupants:  
 
Provide preferred parking for carpools or vanpools, marked as such, for 5% of total provided 
parking spaces.  
 
Or  

Option 4 - All  
Provide no new parking.  
 
SS Credit 7.1 Heat Island Effect, Non-Roof  
 
Intent: Reduce heat islands (thermal gradient differences between developed and 
undeveloped areas) to minimize impact on microclimate and human and wildlife habitat.  

Requirements: 

Option 1  
Provide any combination of the following strategies for 50% of the site hardscape (including 
roads, sidewalks, courtyards and parking lots):  
 
• Shade (within 5 years of occupancy)  
 
• Paving materials with a Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) of at least 29  
 
• Open grid pavement system  
 
Or 

Option 2  
Place a minimum of 50% of parking spaces under cover (defined as under ground, under 
deck, under roof, or under a building). Any roof used to shade or cover parking must have an 
SRI of at least 29. 
 
SS Credit 7.2 Heat Island Effect, Roof 
 
Intent: Reduce heat islands (thermal gradient differences between developed and 
undeveloped areas) to minimize impact on microclimate and human and wildlife habitat.  
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Requirements: 

Option 1  
Use roofing materials having a Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) equal to or greater than the 
values in the table below for a minimum of 75% of the roof surface.  

 

Or 

Option 2  
Install a vegetated roof for at least 50% of the roof area.  

Or 

Option 3  
Install high albedo and vegetated roof surfaces that, in combination, meet the following 
criteria:  

(Area of SRI Roof / 0.75) + (Area of vegetated roof / 0.5) >= Total Roof Area 

 
EA Credit 1 Optimize Energy Performance  
 
Intent: Achieve increasing levels of energy performance above the baseline in the 
prerequisite standard to reduce environmental and economic impacts associated with 
excessive energy use.  

Requirements: 
Select one of the three compliance path options described below.  
 
Option 1 — Whole Building Energy Simulation  
Demonstrate a 21 percent improvement in the proposed building performance rating 
compared to the baseline building performance rating per ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-
2004 (without amendments) by a whole building project simulation using the Building 
Performance Rating Method in Appendix G of the Standard.  
 
Appendix G of Standard 90.1-2004 requires that the energy analysis done for the Building 
Performance Rating Method include ALL of the energy costs within and associated with the 
building project. To achieve this credit, the proposed design—  
 

•  must comply with the mandatory provisions (Sections 5.4, 6.4, 7.4, 8.4, 9.4 and 10.4) in 
Standard 90.1-2004 (without amendments);  
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•  must include all the energy costs within and associated with the building project; and  
 
•  must be compared against a baseline building that complies with Appendix G to 

Standard 90.1-2004 (without amendments). The default process energy cost is 25% of 
the total energy cost for the baseline building. For buildings where the process energy 
cost is less than 25% of the baseline building energy cost, the LEED submittal must 
include supporting documentation substantiating that process energy inputs are 
appropriate.  

 
For the purpose of this analysis, process energy is considered to include, but is not limited to, 
office and general miscellaneous equipment, computers, elevators and escalators, kitchen 
cooking and refrigeration, laundry washing and drying, lighting exempt from the lighting 
power allowance (e.g. lighting integral to medical equipment) and other (e.g. waterfall 
pumps). Regulated (non-process) energy includes lighting (such as for the interior, parking 
garage, surface parking, façade, or building grounds, except as noted above), HVAC (such as 
for space heating, space cooling, fans, pumps, toilet exhaust, parking garage ventilation, 
kitchen hood exhaust, etc.), and service water heating for domestic or space heating 
purposes.  
 
For this credit, process loads shall be identical for both the baseline building performance 
rating and for the proposed building performance rating. However, project teams may follow 
the Exceptional Calculation Method (ASHRAE 90.1-2004 G2.5) to document measures that 
reduce process loads. Documentation of process load energy savings shall include a list of 
the assumptions made for both the base and proposed design, and theoretical or empirical 
information supporting these assumptions.  
 
Or 

Option 2 — Prescriptive Compliance Path  
Comply with the prescriptive measures of the ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for 
Small Office Buildings 2004. The following restrictions apply:  
 

•  Buildings must be under 20,000 square feet  
 
•  Buildings must be office occupancy  
 
•  Project teams must fully comply with all applicable criteria as established in the 

Advanced Energy Design Guide for the climate zone in which the building is located  
 
Or 

Option 3 — Prescriptive Compliance Path 
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Comply with the Basic Criteria and Prescriptive Measures of the Advanced Buildings 
Benchmark™ Version 1.1 with the exception of the following sections: 1.7 Monitoring and 
Trend-logging, 1.11 Indoor Air Quality, and 1.14 Networked Computer Monitor Control. 
The following restrictions apply:  
 

•  Project teams must fully comply with all applicable criteria as established in Advanced 
Buildings Benchmark for the climate zone in which the building is located.  

 
EA Credit 2 On-Site Renewable Energy  
 
Intent: Encourage and recognize increasing levels of on-site renewable energy self-supply in 
order to reduce environmental and economic impacts associated with fossil fuel energy use.  

Requirements: Use on-site renewable energy systems to offset building energy cost. The 
energy produced by the renewable systems shall be equal to 7.5% of the building annual 
energy cost. 

Assess the project for non-polluting and renewable energy potential including solar, wind, 
geothermal, low-impact hydro, biomass and bio-gas strategies. When applying these 
strategies, take advantage of net metering with the local utility. 

EA Credit 4 Enhanced Refrigerant Management  
  
Intent: Reduce ozone depletion and support early compliance with the Montreal Protocol 
while minimizing direct contributions to global warming.  

Requirements: 

Option 1  
Do not use refrigerants.  

Or 

Option 2  

Select refrigerants and HVAC&R that minimize or eliminate the emission of compounds that 
contribute to ozone depletion and global warming. The base building HVAC&R equipment 
shall comply with the following formula, which sets a maximum threshold for the combined 
contributions to ozone depletion and global warming potential:  

LCGWP + LCODP x 105 ≤ 100  
Where:  
LCODP = [ODPr x (Lr x Life +Mr) x Rc]/Life  
LCGWP = [GWPr x (Lr x Life +Mr) x Rc]/Life  
LCODP: Lifecycle Ozone Depletion Potential (lbCFC11/Ton-Year)  
LCGWP: Lifecycle Direct Global Warming Potential (lbCO2/Ton-Year)  
GWPr: Global Warming Potential of Refrigerant (0 to 12,000 lbCO2/lbr)  
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ODPr: Ozone Depletion Potential of Refrigerant (0 to 0.2 lbCFC11/lbr)  
Lr: Refrigerant Leakage Rate (0.5% to 2.0%; default of 2% unless otherwise demonstrated)  
Mr: End-of-life Refrigerant Loss (2% to 10%; default of 10% unless otherwise demonstrated)  
Rc: Refrigerant Charge (0.5 to 5.0 lbs of refrigerant per ton of cooling capacity)  
Life: Equipment Life (10 years; default based on equipment type, unless otherwise 
demonstrated)  
 
For multiple types of equipment, a weighted average of all base building level HVAC&R 
equipment shall be applied using the following formula:  

[ Σ (LCGWP + LCODP x 105) x Qunit ] / Qtotal ≤ 100  
Where:  
Qunit = Cooling capacity of an individual HVAC or refrigeration unit (Tons)  
Qtotal = Total cooling capacity of all HVAC or refrigeration  
Small HVAC units (defined as containing less than 0.5 lbs of refrigerant), and other 
equipment such as standard refrigerators, small water coolers, and any other cooling 
equipment that contains less than 0.5 lbs of refrigerant, are not considered part of the “base 
building” system and are not subject to the requirements of this credit.  

And 
Do not install fire suppression systems that contain ozone-depleting substances (CFCs, 
HCFCs or Halons).  

 
EA Credit 6 Green Power  
 
Intent: Encourage the development and use of grid-source, renewable energy technologies 
on a net zero pollution basis.  

Requirements: Provide at least 35% of the building’s electricity from renewable sources by 
engaging in at least a two-year renewable energy contract. Renewable sources are as defined 
by the Center for Resource Solutions (CRS) Green-e products certification requirements.  

Determine the Baseline Electricity Use  
Use the annual electricity consumption from the results of EA Credit 1.  

Or 
Use the Department of Energy (DOE) Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey 
(CBECS) database to determine the estimated electricity use.  

Determine the energy needs of the building and investigate opportunities to engage in a green 
power contract. Green power is derived from solar, wind, geothermal, biomass or low-impact 
hydro sources. Visit www.green-e.org for details about the Green-e program. The power 
product purchased to comply with credit requirements need not be Green-e certified. Other 
sources of green power are eligible if they satisfy the Green-e program’s technical 
requirements. Renewable energy certificates (RECs), tradable renewable certificates (TRCs), 
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green tags and other forms of green power that comply with Green-e’s technical 
requirements can be used to document compliance with EA Credit 6 requirements. 

Ultimately the methods of energy conservation to improve energy efficiency within the 
Industrial Park will depend on the type of industrial use.  The City of Wasco recognizes the 
importance of energy conservation, thus will promote prospective tenants to be proactive in 
conserving energy methods through not only building and grounds design, but through 
facility operations. 
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CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be 
associated with a proposed project. According to Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An 
EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is 
cumulatively considerable. “Cumulative considerable means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” as defined in (Section 
15065(c)).  Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not 
‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall 
briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively 
considerable.”  In addition, “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of 
the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail 
as provided for the effects attributable to the project alone” (Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines). 

As defined by the Guidelines (Section 15355), “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more 
effects that, when combined, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts. A cumulative impact occurs from: 

…the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future 
projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant projects taking place over a period of time (Section 15355(b)). 

In addition, Section 15130(b) identifies that the following four elements are necessary for an 
adequate cumulative analysis 

1. Either: 

a. A list of past, present , and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control 
of the agency; or, 

b. A summary of projections contained in adopted general plan of related 
planning , or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or 
certified, which describes or evaluated regional or area wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency. 

2. A definition of the geographic scope of the area to be affected by the cumulative effect 
and a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used; 
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3.  A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects 
with specific reference to additional information stating where that information is 
available; and 

4. A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall 
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s 
contribution to any significant cumulative effects. 

Geographic Scope of Cumulative Effects 

The geographic area that could be affected by the proposed project varies depending on the 
environmental resource being considered. When the effects of the proposed project are 
considered in combination with those of other past, present, or future projects to identify 
cumulative impacts, the other projects that area considered may also vary depending on the type 
of environmental effects being assessed. The general geographic area associated with different 
environmental effects of the proposed project defines the boundaries of the area used for 
compiling the list of projects in the cumulative impact analysis. The following are the general 
geographic areas associated with the different resources addressed in this EIR (actual cumulative 
impact area is defined for each impact in their respective section in Chapter III): 
 

• Aesthetics – local 
 

• Biological Resources – local  
 

• Agriculture Resources - regional 
 

• Air Quality - regional 
 

• Land Use and Planning - local 
 

• Transportation/Traffic - local 
 

• Noise - local 
 

• Utilities and Services - local 
 

• Hydrology and Water Quality - local 
 

• Public Services and Recreation - local 
 

• Population and Housing - local 
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Local  
The geographic scope of the local area is the City of Wasco and/or Kern County. This area is so 
defined because the policies of the City’s and/or County’s General Plans provide a uniform 
regulatory framework or course of government actions for past, present and future projects.  
 
 
Regional. 
The general regional geographic scope or context addressed in the cumulative effects analysis of 
this EIR is the southern portion of the Grand Central Valley of California. By definition this area, 
referred to as the San Joaquin Valley, lies south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta in 
Stockton. The Valley extends from the Sacramento-San Joaquin in the north to the Tehachapi 
Mountains in the south, and from the various California coastal ranges in the west to the Sierra 
Nevada range in the east. It includes San Joaquin, Fresno, Kern, Kings, Merced, Madera, 
Stanislaus and Tulare counties. The reasons for this establishing this area as the geographic 
scope follows: 
 

• The eight counties are geographically similar and located in a single valley basin with 
similar alluvial derived soils; 

 
• The area lies within one air basin and share the same air quality and climate; 
 
• Most of the communities in the Valley are served by two (2) north-south traversing 

transportation corridors, U.S. Interstate 5 and State Route 99 and one to two railroads 
(UP and/or BNSF); 

 
• The Valley’s primary industry is agriculture based; 

 

This EIR will use the list methodology to determine the universe of projects relevant to the 
analysis of cumulative impacts. A list of probable future projects in the City of Wasco is 
presented first and then a list of similar projects in the Valley.    

 
1. Five acre project located at the northwest corner of Hwy 46 and N. Griffith Avenue. This 

project will feature a 14,280 sq. ft. pharmacy, 13,969 sq ft grocery store, 1,700 sq. ft 
coffee shop with drive through and an additional 9,120 sq. ft. of retail space. This project 
proposes three (3) drive approaches to Hwy 46. A traffic study was prepared for this 
project. 

 
2. KFC A and W. This is a demolition and replacement project. The original KFC restaurant 

was destroyed and a new 2,651 sq. ft. KFC/A and W will be constructed on the site. This 
project is proposing two (2) drive-in approaches on Hwy 46 which were allowed by 
Caltrans as a part of the Planning Commission Resolution. 
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3. A 38,000 sq. ft 59 room Best Western Hotel. This project is located northwest of the 

intersection of Hwy 46 and N. Poplar Avenue. N. Poplar Avenue is not constructed yet 
but will be as a part of the hotel development. This project has been approved by the 
Planning Commission. This project will be included in a traffic study that is being 
prepared to cover all the proposed commercial projects north of Hwy 46 between N. 
Poplar and Palm Avenues. Additionally the access to this hotel will be off of N. Poplar 
Avenue.  

 
4. A 2,793 sq. ft. Jack in the Box restaurant with drive thru is proposed for the project site. 

This project is included in the traffic study that was mentioned under the Best Western 
project. This project is requesting a temporary drive way off of Hwy 46 with the 
condition that this drive approach be removed upon development of the property to the 
east. This project is under review and has not been approved. 

 
5. A 54 room Red Roof Inn project. This project has been approved by the City of Wasco 

Planning Commission. Development of this project has not yet occurred however it is 
being included in the traffic study that was mentioned under the Best Western project. 

 
6. A strip retail project that will be constructed on two (2) parcels. This project is located on 

the south side of Hwy 46 approximately seventy (70) feet west of the intersection of 
Maple Ave and Hwy 46 (1911 Hwy 46). This project will consist of approximately 6,300 
sq ft of retail divided between 10 suites. This project is proposing to utilize an existing 
drive approach on Hwy 46. A traffic study will be required as a part of this project. This 
parcel is currently under review and has not been approved. 

 
7. A 91-acre commercial project that is bordered on the east by Palm Avenue and the west 

by Magnolia Avenue. The proposed square footage of the project is broken down as 
follows: 

Large retail (2)- 290,000 sq. ft total 
Shopping Center (3)-  247,000 sq. ft. total 
Movie Theater- 76,000 sq. ft 
Restaurants (4)- 54,000 sq. ft. total 
Housing (2)-  144 units 
Hotel/Suites-  70 hotel rooms, 34 residence suites 
Retail Store-  70,000 sq. ft 

 
 
Figure V-1 shows the location of the seven proposed commercial projects within the City of 
Wasco. 
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Figure V-1: Proposed Commercial Projects in the City of Wasco
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The following list is a description of probable future relevant regional projects in the Valley that 
are considered in this EIR:  
 
Location Project Title Project Description 
City of 
Tulare  

South I 
Street 
Industrial 
Park Specific 
Plan  

The project is located adjacent to and south of the City of 
Tulare, in western Tulare County, south of Bardsley Avenue, 
between Pratt Street and South I Street, and north and 
approximately 1/2 mile south of Paige Avenue. The project 
includes the annexation of approximately 458 acres from the 
County into the Tulare City limits. The proposed area will be 
divided into 123 acres of Light Industrial (M-1), 259 acres of 
Heavy Industrial (M-2) and 76 acres of Urban and Suburban 
Residential. Both Heavy and Light Industrial Districts provide 
locations for industrial activities; protect industrial areas from 
the intrusion of incompatible types of land uses; adhere to 
performance standards provided for the protection of City of 
Tulare residents and the environment, and provide industrial 
employment opportunities for residents of the City of Tulare. 
The proposed project will also include the extension of South H 
Street as an arterial, connecting south to Paige Avenue, 
approximately 1 mile. The potential for rail spur connections is 
desired for all parcels, both north and south of Paige.  

City of 
Livingston 

City of 
Livingston 
Industrial 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant 
Upgrade 
Project  

The City of Livingston is currently planning an upgrade to the 
City-owned Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWWTP) in 
order to accommodate new water quality requirements being 
implemented by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) for waters discharged by the IWWTP. 
Physical improvements to the site include the introduction of a 
Biological Nutrient Removal process which requires installation 
of new oxidation ditches, pipeline, clarifiers, flow splitter 
boxes, effluent pump station, sludge holding tanks, and 
centrifuge facilities.  

City of 
Turlock  

Westside 
Industrial 
Specific Plan 
(WISP)  

The City of Livingston is proposing a new job center, including 
expansion of existing industrial uses, includes development of 
an Agri-Science Industry.  

City of 
Livingston 

Valdez - 
Cisneros 
Two 
Industrial 
Buildings  

This project consists of two industrial buildings, each 
approximately 21,641 square feet in size, on two infill lots on 
Industrial Drive. The project includes four lease spaces per 
building with on-site parking and two points of access onto the 
sites. Extensive landscaping is required, including one tree for 
every four parking spaces. There are no known threatened or 
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endangered plants or animals in this area.  
 

Kern County Tejon 
Industrial 
Complex 
East Specific 
Plan 

A 1,109 acre Specific Plan for General Industrial development 
is planned for Bakersfield. 

Kern County Western 
Milling 
Famoso 
Ethanol Plant 
 

The proposed project consists of the development of 
approximately 5.52-acres into an ethanol plant south of Famoso, 
in an unincorporated portion of Kern County. The project will 
allow for the production of 75 million gallons of ethanol per 
year.  The project has been proposed for over a year and Kern 
County filed a notice of preparation of an EIR on August 7, 
2007. 
 

Kings 
County 

Hanford 
Ethanol Plant 

A Draft EIR has been prepared. Great Valley Ethanol, LLC, 
proposes to develop an Ethanol Production Plant on a 111.75-
acre site in the Kings Industrial Park in the City of Hanford, 
California. The proposed project site consists of three parcels 
(APN 018-242-007, 018-242-013, and 018-242-020) located 
near the southwestern corner of Iona Avenue and 10th Avenue.  
The proposed facility would produce 63 million gallons per year 
of denatured ethanol that will be used as a gasoline blending 
component.   

 
Identified below is the cumulative impact analysis that could result from the implementation of 
the proposed project and other projects within the Valley. Cumulative effects analysis is 
conducted in two steps: 
 

o The combined effects of the proposed project and anticipated impacts from other 
relevant projects are evaluated and a determination is made as to the significant 
cumulative impact of the combined total effects and to what degree if the 
cumulative impact is significant. 

o If there is a significant cumulative impact then a determination is made whether 
the project’s “incremental contribution” to the combined significant cumulative 
impact is “cumulatively considerable” relative to the significance of the 
cumulative impact. 

 
A. AESTHETICS 

Conclusion: No significant cumulative impacts. 
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Rationale: No scenic vistas or scenic resources occur in or near the local area. The proposed 
project together with other future local project will introduce new sources of light which may 
cause substantial glare and affect day and nighttime views of the area. This would be a 
cumulative significant impact. Moreover the projects incremental contribution is cumulatively 
considerable because the size of the industrial park. 1,640 acres, would at full build out 
accommodate new industries. These industries would require substantial lighting and change the 
agriculture and rural nature of the area.   

Mitigation: Community design goals, policies, and requirements related to the Wasco General 
Plan and specifically the Precise Development Plan process require new industrial areas to 
receive special design treatment that would provide compatible aesthetic characteristics within 
the urban setting of the City. The General Plan anticipated the transition from rural to urban and 
proposed projects are required to meet design criteria established by the City through the Precise 
Development Plan process which will require all development, including development within the 
Rose City Industrial Park to submit landscaping and lighting plans. Mitigation measures AES-1 
and AES-2 reduce the impacts to less than significant. In turn the proposed project’s contribution 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale:  The proposed project will convert approximately 1,640 acres of agriculture land 
together with other future projects which is considered foraging habitat to industrial and other 
land uses. This is a significant cumulative impact, as habitat loss is a major factor in the decline 
of sensitive wildlife species (USFWS 1998). The proposed project’s incremental contribution to 
the loss of habitat in the local area is potentially cumulatively considerable. Implementation of 
mitigation measures Bio 1-a through Bio 1-g, would reduce the project’s cumulative contribution 
to less than cumulatively considerable. 

C. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

In spite of inventories before implementation of a project, the presence of cultural, 
paleontological and historic resources may not be detected. Some resources may be present 
below the surface. Implementation of the proposed project together with other related future 
projects in the local area may affect these resources during construction of the project(s). If 
during construction large, stratified, buried prehistoric archaeological sites or discrete filled-in 
historic period features were encountered and there would be significant cumulative impacts. 
The project’s individual contribution is not cumulatively considerable because mitigation 
measures described in this document would minimize the impacts to less than significant. 
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D. HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively significant 

Rationale:  The proposed project together with other future projects proposed for the local area 
would involve the routine use, transport and/or storage of hazardous materials. The use, transport 
and storage, are regulated at the federal, state and local level and are described in this document. 
The projects are not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school site or 
within two miles of a public airport or airport for public use.  
 
Location of proposed project is about one-half mile east of the Santa Fe Railway Property State 
Response Site (7th and H Streets) The site, (Wasco Site) consists of approximately 3.6 acres 
located along Santa Fe Railway Company right-of-way in the city of Wasco, Kern County. The 
property was operated by various agriculture related businesses between 1954 and 1963 resulting 
in site soil becoming contaminated by releases of DDT and metabolites. The Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (Department) issued an Imminent and/or Substantial Endangerment 
Determination and Order Docket No. I&/SE 93/94-017 to three PRPs on June 29, 1994. The 
Order required that the PRPs submit a final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
Report, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and complete the implementation of the approved 
remedy. The RI/FS was completed and approved for the site on July 26, 1994. Based upon the 
FS completed at that time, the preferred remedy involved the excavation and disposal of 
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of DDT, DDD and DDE contaminated soil along with 
approximately 5,000 additional cubic yards of contaminated soil previously stockpiled on-site. 
On June 25, 1996 DTSC approved the Final Removal Action Workplan (RAW) for the site. On 
February 28, 1997 removal actions were completed in accordance with the approval RAW. The 
removal consisted of excavation and disposal of approximately 9800 tons of DDT contaminated 
soil and debris at the Kettleman Hills Disposal Facility. Also in accordance with the RAW, the 
site was divided into a consolidation area with limited future use and an unrestricted use area. In 
the unrestricted use area, concentrations for DDT (total) were remediated to below 1 mg/kg, 
allowing for unrestricted future use of this portion of the site. The con- solidation area soils are 
less than the hotspot cleanup criteria of 57 mg/kg and the average total DDT concentration is less 
than 25 mg/kg. A Covenant to Limit Future Use of the Property (consolidation area) to 
commercial/industrial purposes was recorded with the Kern County recorders office on June 24, 
1997. The Department issued a certification on June 30, 1997 of completion of removal actions 
in accordance to the approval Removal Action Workplan (DTCS  1997).  
 
The implementation of the proposed project together with other future related project would not 
be a  significant cumulative impacts. 
In spite of inventories before implementation of a project, the presence of cultural, 
paleontological and historic resources may not be detected. Some resources may be present 
below the surface. Implementation of the proposed project together with other related future 
projects in the local area may affect these resources during construction of the project(s). If 
during construction large, stratified, buried prehistoric archaeological sites or discrete filled-in 
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historic period features were encountered and there would be significant cumulative impacts. 
The project’s individual contribution is not cumulatively considerable because mitigation 
measures described in the Draft EIR would minimize the impacts to less than significant. 
 

E. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 

Conclusion: Impacts are cumulatively considerable but less than significant. 

Rationale: The rate of conversion of farmland to urban and built-up uses for the eight county 
regional area is summarized in Table V-1. According to FMMP data, between 1994 and 2004, 
some 81,211 acres of Important Farmland were lost to urban and other uses. Important farmland 
includes Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Grazing 
Land. Statewide urban land use expanded by 101,825 acres during 2004 alone, with 24% 
occurring in the San Joaquin Valley. Overall 60 percent of this farmland loss was due to 
urbanization. Urbanization or built up use includes change in land use to residential, commercial 
and industrial uses. 
 

Table. V-1.  Summary of Land Use Conversion from Important Farmland to Urban and Other 
Built-up Use for the eight counties, 1994 to 2004 

COUNTY Acreage Converted to Urban & Built-up 
Use 

Fresno 16,817 

Kern 20,270 

Kings 4,381 

Madera 3,499 

Merced 5,413 

San Joaquin 15,815 

Stanislaus 9,007 

Tulare 6,009 

Total 81,211 

Source: FMMP 2006 
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The conversion of 81,211 acres of Important Farmland in the region during a 10-year period of 
record together with the potential conversion of farmland from future proposed similar projects 
in the same region is considered a significant cumulative impact. Implementation of the proposed 
project would result in the conversion of 1,470 acres of farmland. The conversion, and therefore 
the loss of farmland is considered permanent loss because it would be economically infeasible to 
convert urban and industrial land back to farmland. Thus the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to the cumulative conversion of Important Farmland to other uses is cumulatively 
considerable. The use of Williamson Act cancellation funds can potentially preserve up to 2,600 
acres of farmland in perpetuity. Since these funds are not controlled by the City, they cannot be 
considered CEQA mitigation. Based on this evaluation, and the following facts; the project site is 
just over one tenth of one percent of the total farmland in Kern County, less than two percent of 
the total agricultural lands lost in the San Joaquin Valley over ten years, will phase in over 15 to 
20 years, and meets Kern County’s criteria for allowing conversion, the cumulative impact to 
farmland conversion is considered less than significant. 

F. AIR QUALITY 

Conclusion: Significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Construction and operation of the proposed project together with other similar future 
projects proposed for the region would potentially generate PM10, PM 2.5 and gaseous emissions 
that violate federal and state air quality standards, obstruct implementation of the SJVAPCDs Air 
Quality Attainment Plan, and expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant receptors. 
Impacts to air quality are considered significant cumulative impacts. Implementation of the 
proposed project alone would exceed federal and state air quality standards. Thus the projects 
incremental contribution is also cumulatively significant.  

Mitigation Measures. Implementing Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-6 would reduce the 
project’s  cumulative impacts. These mitigation measures include using controls that limit the 
exhaust from construction equipment and using alternatives to diesel fuel when possible. Offsets 
are offered by the SJVAPCD to reduce a project’s contribution to maintaining a no net increase 
over the baseline conditions. This program is established by contract between the Applicant and 
the SJVAPCD for payment of funding for the permanent removal of pollutant sources offsite 
equivalent to the pollutants generated by the project. The industrial park will be able to purchase 
sufficient offsets to equal the amount of emissions generated by the stationary sources that locate 
in the industrial park. The SJVAPCD currently has sufficient offsets available to meet the 
demand to be generated by the Rose City Industrial Park. However, offsets are only available for 
stationary sources. Impacts from mobile sources would not be addressed with this mitigation. 
 
Rule 9510, the Indirect Source Rule, promulgated by the SJVAPCD, applies as a requirement to 
the proposed project and all future proposed projects in the region. Compliance with Rule 9510 
adequately compensates for the impacts to air quality. Implementation of these mitigation 
measure would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less than significant 
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G. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: The proposed project together with other related future projects in the local area could 
experience moderate or sever ground shaking, ground failure or soil liquefaction and expose 
people or structures to a risk of loss, injury or death. These projects would be accommodated by 
an increase in population growth and construction of buildings thus increasing the risk of 
exposure. This is a significant cumulative impact. The project’s individual and incremental 
contribution is not cumulatively considerable because the mitigation measures described in the 
geology and soils section of the EIR would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
 
 
H. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Conclusion: Impacts are cumulatively considerable but less than significant 

Rationale: The City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (Plan) was approved in August 2007. 
The Plan projects that the City has sufficient water supply, 18,331 acre-feet, to meet demand 
through year 2030. Industrial water demand during the same planning period is estimated to be 
3,870 acre-feet per year, which is about 21 percent of the total project demand for the City in 
2030. Groundwater over draft is expected to decline during the same planning horizon due to 
declining agriculture use (2005 Urban Water Management Plan 2007).  
 
However, water demand from industries such as ethanol production plants is high. The EIR 
estimated that the annual water consumption of each ethanol plant is 575 acre-feet or nearly 30 
percent of the 2030 demand described in the Plan. This could substantially deplete groundwater 
supply in the area. Local future projects described above are commercial with a lower demand 
for water. Nevertheless, the proposed project together with other future projects could continue 
to deplete groundwater. This is a potentially significant cumulative effect.  The two ethanol 
production plants contribution are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation: All water consumptive industries that locate in the industrial park shall pay a pro rata 
share for the construction and operation of an expanded City water system, including new wells 
for the City. This would reduce the cumulative impact to less than significant.  Mitigation 
Measure Hydro-2, in recognition of declining groundwater levels in the project area, will be 
provided so that net water demand (i.e., water usage minus subsequent wastewater recharge to 
groundwater) does not exceed 90-percent of the existing (pre-project) net water demand for the 
Rose City Industrial Park. 

Drainage can be handled on site, and the project will comply with the NPDES regulations.  
During and following construction, the developer(s) would prepare and implement a storm water 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for the planned development.  This project also has the 
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potential to deplete groundwater supply as new development may require substantial water 
supply but will not be cumulatively considerable with mitigation that may consist of fallowing 
additional cropland within the overall Industrial Park project area, or enhancing groundwater 
recharge (e.g., using stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with 
Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan.  The net water 
usage in the project area will be ten (10) percent less than current usage to offset the historic 
depletion of groundwater in the area. 

Cumulative impacts to water quality, drainage, and runoff are considered less than significant 
with the development of a SWPPP, compliance with stormwater permitting processes, and the 
implementation of the Hydro Mitigation Measures.  

I. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Conclusion: No significant cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Implementation of the proposed project would require expansion of the City’s Sphere 
of Influence and annexation into the City of Wasco. Approval of Sphere of Influence changes for 
the proposed project and any other future proposed projects in the region require approval by 
each county’s Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Therefore the proposed project 
would not conflict with applicable land use plans. There are no cumulative impacts. 

J. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Conclusion: No significant cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: There are no important mineral resources in the area however; oil and gas recovery is 
possible. The proposed project together with other related future projects in the local area would 
not result in the loss of valuable mineral resources; recovery of oil and gas would not be lost. 
The one oil well on-site was an exploratory well that has been abandoned. There are no 
significant cumulative impacts. 
 
K. NOISE 

Conclusion: No significant cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Implementation and operation of the proposed project together with other projects in 
the local area would generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General 
Plan and the County’s General Plan. This is a significant cumulative impact. However, the City 
and County each requires that noise levels not exceed 65 dBA Ldn. Moreover, proposed projects 
are required to implement noise reduction measures through site design, use of noise barriers or a 
combination of measures. As a result noise impacts associated with the proposed project together 
with other proposed projects in the local area are less than significant. Development of the entire 
Industrial Project area for industrial uses will contribute a major portion of anticipated future 
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traffic volume increases.  The resulting noise levels are considered a potentially cumulative 
significant impact, that can be mitigated through a combination of efforts by the City of Wasco, 
future developers, and Caltrans.   
 
The City of Wasco shall continue its planning efforts, and its development review procedures, 
implementing the policies in the City Noise Element.  These include prohibiting and 
discouraging the development of residential or noise sensitive uses in areas that will be subject to 
excessive noise levels. In particular, the City shall work to restrict residential development in 
areas that are known to be subject to future noise impacts.  The City shall also continue requiring 
developers of noise generating land uses to incorporate appropriate mitigation measures in their 
project design as part of the development approval process.   
 
As Caltrans implements freeway improvements in the future, it will incorporate noise mitigation 
measures, such as walls, to protect existing residences or noise sensitive uses.  Careful planning 
by the City, with input from Caltrans, should minimize, or may eliminate, the need for extensive 
noise walls in the City. Implemented together, these measures will reduce the cumulative impact 
of future noise levels from highway traffic to less than significant. 
 
L. PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

Conclusion: Impacts are cumulatively considerable but not cumulatively significant  
 
The proposed project together with other related future projects in the local area would increase 
demand for public services such as fire and police protection. Implementation of these projects 
would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s individual and incremental 
contribution is cumulatively considerable. 
 
Mitigation: The project shall pay it’s pro rata share for additional protection and all individual 
buildings constructed in the industrial park shall be equipped with fire alarm and fire suppression 
systems. 
 
M. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively significant  
 
The proposed project together with other related future projects in the local area would indirectly 
increase population growth due to new employment opportunities. However, between 2000 and 
2005, the areas unemployment rate ranges between 8-12 percent (Kern Economic Development 
Corporation)(http://www.kedc.com/section.asp/csasp/DepartmentID.17/cs/SectionID.16/csasp.ht
ml) and an overall housing vacancy rate of 9.9 per cent (DataPlace) 
(http://www.dataplace.org/area_overview/index.html?category=2&place=x738&z=1). Thus the 
area has the capacity to accommodate an increase in growth. The impact of the proposed project 



  CHAPTER V 
  Cumulative Impacts 

 V-15  

and other future related projects to population growth and housing is not cumulatively 
significant.  
 
N. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable with the implementation of mitigation 
measures to address cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Several intersections and road segments, are projected to operate at a Level of Service 
(LOS) E or F during the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours as a result of the impacts of Rose City 
Industrial Park on traffic conditions, combined with traffic impacts resulting from additional 
development in the vicinity in the future, specifically the proposed commercial development 
along Highway 46.  With the implementation of mitigation measures, including the installation 
of traffic signals at unsignalized intersections, the additions of lanes, or the widening of 
approaches, impacts to transportation and traffic will not be cumulatively considerable 

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively significant. 

Rationale: The proposed project together with other future local projects would exceed the 
capacity City services such as: water system, wastewater treatment plant capacity, and storm 
drainage. This is a significant cumulative impact. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
described in this document would reduce the cumulative impact to less than significant 

Mitigation: Individual projects that locate within the Industrial Park shall pay its pro rata share 
for construction of new city utility services and/or install appropriate infrastructure to fully 
mitigate their contribution to the impact, thereby fully mitigating their cumulative contribution.  

A.AESTHETICS 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: The City’s Precise Development Plan (PDP) requirement for each development 
project will ensure that development of the project will be aesthetically compatible with the 
surrounding area.  No significant and sensitive viewsheds have been identified in or near this 
project site.  A design review process shall be implemented to ensure that these design standards 
are met prior to the issuance of building permits. 

The Industrial Project and development of the project specific areas, as well as future 
development, is not likely to result in significant cumulative impacts regarding aesthetics 
provided that uniform development standards are applied to the Industrial Project area and a 
design review process is utilized to ensure that standards are met as described in Mitigation 
Measures AES-1 and AES-2, in addition to the agricultural landscape buffer outlined in 
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Mitigation Measure AG-3.  The potential to compound upon existing aesthetic issues is not 
likely to be significant if new development adds to a conforming design theme for the area. 

B.BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale:  The proposed Project will result in the loss of foraging habitat for the San Joaquin kit 
fox, including agricultural land and annual grassland as described in Impact BIO-1.  This loss of 
suitable foraging habitat, in combination with the loss of agricultural land anticipated by the 
growth of the City of Wasco over the next 50 years, could contribute to cumulative impacts to 
the San Joaquin Kit fox.  However, the mitigation provided in Mitigation Measure Bio-1-c will 
mitigate any potentially significant impacts to the San Joaquin Kit Fox to a less than significant 
level, therefore  and the project’s impacts to kit fox are not cumulatively considerable. An 
analysis of additional impacts related to future development determined that no additional 
development plans are currently being processed outside of the City within Kern County near 
Wasco, and all other impacts to biological resources were fully mitigated, therefore not 
cumulatively considerable. 

C.AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 

Conclusion: Impacts are cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: The Industrial Project could result in additional development adjacent to the Industrial 
Park, and this could result in the additional conversion of prime farmland/farmland to non-
agricultural uses. The proposed Rose City Industrial Park could become a cumulatively 
considerable project when considered in conjunction with other proposed projects within Wasco, 
including the proposed commercial development, as well as in Kern County, including the two 
proposed ethanol plants. As the City of Wasco continues to grow, the City will be encroaching 
on agricultural land not only to the east where the Industrial Park is situated, but also in the other 
directions.  

The existing Wasco General Plan policies ensure that agriculturally producing lands will 
maintain an importance in Wasco’s economy. They ensure that urban development will be 
controlled and thoughtfully expanded, and that there will not be any overlap of non-compatible 
uses within agricultural areas. The Williamson Act related General Plan policies ensure 
Williamson Act contracts are enforced, but do recognize the need to accommodate development 
when necessary to maintain land use consistency.  

The project will provide 1,640 acres of industrial land through annexation, for industrial 
development. The Industrial Project is expected to provide industrial ready tracts of land for the 
City of Wasco over the next fifteen years. The Industrial Park will minimize pressure to develop 
lands outside of the project area for industrial use. The land outside of the Industrial Park will 
additionally not have the required approvals and the existing infrastructure, as the Park will, 
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make development of those areas more difficult and speculative for potential developers. As 
well, the City of Wasco has lands available for development of commercial and other support 
services that may spin-off from the Industrial Park. 

In addition, although the development of the Industrial Park could potentially disrupt SWID 
water delivery if development of the Park does not take into account their facilities, all 
development, planning and related design activities must be coordinated with and approved by 
SWID so as not to disrupt water deliveries and/or SWID maintenance activities to agricultural 
lands remaining in production. If SWID does not deliver water to lands within the Industrial 
Park, the Park will not affect the operations of the SWID. 

D.AIR QUALITY 

Conclusion: Significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Construction and operation of the proposed project, even after mitigation, would 
generate emissions that exceed the SJVAPCD significance thresholds and are therefore 
considered to be significant. Based on air quality guidelines, projects that exceed the project 
specific emissions thresholds are also considered to have a significant impact on cumulative 
impacts. Consequently, the proposed project would have a significant cumulative impact based 
on its estimated level of air emissions.  

CEQA as well as the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 requires that all feasible and reasonable mitigation be 
applied to the project to reduce the impacts from construction and operations on air quality. The 
air districts’ “Mixed Use or Non- Residential On-Site Mitigation Checklist” will be utilized in 
preparing the mitigation measures and evaluating the projects features. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 and AQ-6 were developed to reduce the project level and cumulative impacts. 
These measures include using controls that limit the exhaust from construction equipment and 
using alternatives to diesel when possible. Additional reductions will be achieved through the 
regulatory process of the air district and CARB as required changes to diesel engines are 
implemented which will affect the product delivery trucks and limits on idling.  
 
Offsets are offered by the SJVAPCD to reduce the projects impacts to no net increase over the 
baseline condition. This program is established by contract between the Applicant and the 
District for payment of funding for the permanent removal of pollutant sources offsite equivalent 
to the pollutants generated by the project. The industrial park will be able to purchase sufficient 
offsets to equal the amount of emissions generated by the stationary sources that locate in the 
industrial park. The SJVAPCD currently has sufficient offsets available to meet the demand to 
be generated by the Rose City Industrial Park. However, offsets are only available for stationary 
sources. Impacts from mobile sources would not be addressed with this mitigation. 

 
E.LAND USE AND PLANNING 
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Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: Upon approval of the project in its entirety, the project will be consistent with all 
plans and therefore will not be cumulatively considerable.  

F.TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable with the implementation of mitigation 
measures to address cumulative impacts. 

Rationale: Several intersections and road segments, are projected to operate at a Level of Service 
(LOS) E or F during the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours as a result of the impacts of Rose City 
Industrial Park on traffic conditions, combined with traffic impacts resulting from additional 
development in the vicinity in the future, specifically the proposed commercial development 
along Highway 46.  With the implementation of mitigation measures, including the installation 
of traffic signals at unsignalized intersections, the additions of lanes, or the widening of 
approaches, impacts to transportation and traffic will not be cumulatively considerable. 

G.NOISE 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable with the implementation of mitigation 
measures to address cumulative impacts. 
 
Rationale: Development of the entire Industrial Project area for industrial uses will contribute a 
major portion of anticipated future traffic volume increases.  The resulting noise levels are 
considered a cumulative significant impact, which can be mitigated through a combination of 
efforts by the City of Wasco, future developers, and Caltrans.   
 
The City of Wasco shall continue its planning efforts, and its development review procedures, 
implementing the policies in the City Noise Element.  These include prohibiting and 
discouraging the development of residential or noise sensitive uses in areas that will be subject to 
excessive noise levels. In particular, the City shall work to restrict residential development in 
areas that are known to be subject to future noise impacts.  The City shall also continue requiring 
developers of noise generating land uses to incorporate appropriate mitigation measures in their 
project design as part of the development approval process.   
 
As Caltrans implements freeway improvements in the future, it will incorporate noise mitigation 
measures, such as walls, to protect existing residences or noise sensitive uses.  Careful planning 
by the City, with input from Caltrans, should minimize, or may eliminate, the need for extensive 
noise walls in the City. Implemented together, these measures will reduce the cumulative impact 
of future noise levels from highway traffic to below significance. 

 
H.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
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Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: Cumulative impacts from the construction of water, wastewater, and stormwater 
utilities that serve other properties in the area could induce additional growth.  The impact from 
construction activity including noise, dust, traffic congestion and use of fossil fuels is discussed 
under other sections of cumulative impacts.  The city’s specific plan requirement for each project 
will ensure the logical extension of utilities and service systems. 

I.HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale: Drainage can be handled on site, and the project will comply with the NPDES 
regulations.  During and following construction, the developer(s) would prepare and implement a 
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for the planned development.  This project also 
has the potential to deplete groundwater supply as new development may require substantial 
water supply but will not be cumulatively considerable with mitigation that may consist of 
fallowing additional cropland within the overall Industrial Park project area, or enhancing 
groundwater recharge (e.g., using stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months) in 
compliance with Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco General 
Plan.  The net water usage in the project area will be ten (10) percent less than current usage to 
offset the historic depletion of groundwater in the area. 

Cumulative impacts to water quality, drainage, and runoff are not likely to be significant with the 
development of a SWPPP, compliance with stormwater permitting processes, and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures. 

J.  PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 
 
Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable  
 
Rationale:  Development of the Rose City Industrial Park will contribute to cumulative impacts 
to fire protection services, law enforcement services, and schools, when combined with impacts 
from additional development in the City.  However, measures and fees required for additional 
projects in the city, such as the commercial development being proposed along Highway 46 
would provide the services needed to cover population increases in the City and reduce 
contributions of the Rose City Industrial Park to cumulative impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

K.      POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Conclusion: Impacts are not cumulatively considerable 
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Rationale:  The proposed Project does not directly generate new population or housing demands.  
Indirect population growth would result from the future employees of new industrial businesses 
choosing to relocate to the City with their families.  The Project will generate new employment 
opportunities for existing or future residents in the industrial trades, thereby indirectly creating a 
demand for additional housing. With the high unemployment rate in the City of Wasco it is not 
likely that development of the Project would attract new residents to the City for employment 
opportunities. It is more likely that those unemployed persons already residing in the community 
may fill newly created jobs. The cumulative impact on population and housing is considered less 
than significant. 

 



  CHAPTER IX 
 References 

 IX-2  

Air Quality 

City of Wasco.  2002.  General Plan Policies. 
Farrell, Alexander E. et. al. “A Low-Carbon Fuel Standard for California. Part 1: Technical 

Analysis.”  U.C. Berkeley. May 29, 2007. www.its.berkeley.edu/sustainabilitycenter 
P.J. Crutzen, et. al. “N2O release from agro-biofuel production negates global warming reduction 

by replacing fossil fuels.” Atmos. Chem. Phys. Discuss., 7, 11191-11205, 2007. 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. “District Rules and Regulations.” 2006-2007. 

http://www.valleyair.org/rules/1rulsidx.htm 

Geology and Soils 

Bartow, J. A. 1991. The Cenozoic Evolution of the San Joaquin Valley, California. U.S. 
Geological Survey Professional Paper 1501. 

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG).  2000.  
Digital Images of Official Maps of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones of California, 
Central Coastal Region.  DMG CD 2000-004. 

City of Wasco.  2002.  General Plan Policies. 
City of Wasco.  2002.  General Plan Update – 2002, Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
Kern County.  2004.  Kern County General Plan. 
Kern County.  2005.  Kern County, California Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
Kramer, S. L.  1996.  Geotechnical Earthquake Engineering.  Prentice-Hall. New Jersey. 653 p. 
Norris, R. M. and Webb, R.W.  1990.  Geology of California, 2nd Edition.  John Wiley and 

Sons, Inc.  New York.  541 p. 
Page, R. W.  1986.  Geology of the Fresh Ground-Water Basin of the Central Valley, California, 

with Texture Maps and Sections.  U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1401-C. 
Poland, J. F., B. E. Lofgren, R. L. Ireland, and R. G. Pugh.  1975.  Land Subsidence in the San 

Joaquin Valley, California, as of 1972. U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 437-
H. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA).  1988.  Soil Survey of Kern County, California, 
Northwestern Part. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

General Plan Update – 2002, Draft Environmental Impact Report, City of Wasco, July 2002. 
General Plan Policies. City of Wasco.  August 2002. Prepared by Quad Knopf. 
Kern County General Plan. June 15, 2004. General Plans and Elements. Kern County. 

http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/pdfs/kcgp/KCGP.pdf 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. 2003. California Environmental 

Protection Agency. State of California. 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5/available_documents/index.html 

Title 15 Buildings and Construction. 2006. Wasco, CA Municipal Code. Matthew Bender & 
Company, Inc. http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/wasco/ 



  CHAPTER IX 
 References 

 IX-4  

Hendriks, Rudolf W.  January, 1987.  California Vehicle Noise Emission Levels (Final Report).  Office of 
Transportation Laboratory, California Department of Transportation, Sacramento, CA. 

Lau, Michael C., Cynthia S.Y. lee, Judith L. Rochat, Eric R. Boeker, Gregg G. Pleming, Kevin L. 
Cummins, and Joseph Ruggiero.  2004.  FHWA Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5.  U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Washington, D.C. 

 
Public Services and Recreation 

Gary Bray, Superintendent, WUESD 
http://www.wuesd.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=menu&menu_id=1 
http://www.wuesd.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=dep_intro&dept_id=1 
http://www.wasco.k12.ca.us/history.htm 
 

Population and Housing 

City of Wasco Overview, http://www.wascoforbusiness.com/communityProfile.php 
General Plan Update – 2002, Draft Environmental Impact Report, City of Wasco, July 2002 
Kern Economic Development Corporation, “Business Recruitment Update”, December 13, 2005, 

http://www.kedc.com/images/documents/2726_25216.PDF 

Utilities and Service Systems 

The City of Wasco 2005 Consumer Confidence Report, January 2005 revised 
Steve Roberts, Harris and Associates, 10-30-06 
Mary Jones, City of Wasco Public Works Director,  
Ron Mittag, City of Wasco Economic Development Director, 10-9-06 
Duviet Rodriguez, City of Wasco Economic Development Department, 10/10/06 
 
Energy Efficiency 

United States Green Building Council. LEED-NC v2.2 Reference Guide. 2nd ed.Washington, 
D.C. : U.S. Green Building Council, 2007.



  CHAPTER II 
 Errata Sheets 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following errata sheets contain revisions for the Traffic Impact Study contained in Appendix 
I of the Draft EIR.



 

  

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (TRB), National 
Research Council, Washington, D.C. 2000.   

Unsignalized Intersection Analysis 

Unsignalized intersections analysis will follow the procedures outlined in the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual (Chapter 17) unsignalized intersection methodology. The analysis determines 
the capacity and level of service of the intersection, focusing on each intersection approach 
independently.  Table IV-N-3.2 presents the LOS and delay criteria for the unsignalized 
intersection analysis. 

Table IV-N-3.2  Level of Service Criteria for 
Two-Way and All-Way Stop Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Average Control Delay 
(seconds) 

A 0 – 10 
B 10 – 15 
C 15 – 25 
D 25 – 35 
E 35 – 50 
F > 50 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board 
(TRB), National Research Council, Washington, D.C. 2000.   

 
Criteria for Determining Significant Impacts 

The Kern County CEQA Implementation Document and the Kern County Environmental 
Checklist provide significance criteria for evaluating a project’s impact on transportation and 
traffic. The following two criteria will be used to determine if the project would have significant 
impacts on transportation and traffic if it would: 

♦ Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections). 

♦ Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the county 
congestion management agency or adopted County threshold for designated roads or 
highways. Specifically, would implementation of the project cause the LOS for roadways 
and/or intersections to decline below the following thresholds or further degrade already 
degraded segment(s). 

The Kern County General Plan strives to maintain LOS "D".  Caltrans target level of service is 
“C” on state facilities, however the Concept Report for SR 43 adopted LOS “D” for state 
facilities within City of Wasco limits due to urban settings.  As a result LOS D is applied as an 
acceptable standard for study intersections and roadway segments with an exception of



 

  

SR 46 between SR 43 and SR 99 interchange.  The acceptable standard for this segment of SR 
46 is LOS D. 

IV-N-3.2 SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 
 
Signal warrant analysis was conducted for unsignalized study intersections under Existing, Near-
Term and Future Conditions.  Signal warrant analysis was conducted using Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3).  Peak hour volume 
warrants for Urban and Rural Conditions were used for the analysis.  Rural peak hour volume 
warrants were used for intersections along Root Avenue due to the characteristics of Root 
Avenue under Existing Conditions and at study intersections where the posted speed limit is 
above 40 miles per hour. 
 
IV-N-3.3 ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS AND 

THRESHOLDS 

The analysis of roadway segment LOS is based on the functional classification of the roadway, 
the maximum desired LOS capacity, roadway geometrics, and the existing or forecasted average 
daily traffic (ADT) volume.  Table IV-N-3.3 presents the roadway segment capacity and LOS 
standards that were used in the assessment of roadway performance.  The capacity of two lane 
arterial was calculated based on the capacity per lane for each LOS standards. 

Table IV-N-3.3 Roadway Segment Daily Capacity by Road Facility 
by Level of Service 

Levels of Service 
Daily Capacity Functional Classification 

A B C D E 

6 Lane Freeway 67,500 78,500 90,000 101,250 112,500 
4 Lane Freeway 45,000 52,500 60,000 67,500 75,000 
6 Lane Arterial 36,000 42,000 48,000 54,000 60,000 
4 Lane Arterial 24,000 28,000 32,000 36,000 40,000 
4 Lane Collector 18,000 21,000 24,000 27,000 30,000 
2 Lane Collector 9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000 

     Note: Daily Capacity is in vehicles per day. 

 
IV-N-4 TRANSPORTATION SETTING 

State Route 46 – SR 46 in the vicinity of the study area is a two-lane (one lane in each direction) 
conventional highway with two-way left-turn lane between Palm Avenue and SR 43.  The posted 
speed limit on SR 46 in the vicinity of the study area is 40 miles per hour  

 



 

  

IV-N-7.2 TRIP DISTRIBUTION – NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS 

The directional trip distribution and assignment of the project traffic was developed based on the 
existing traffic counts, understanding of existing and projected traffic flows and travel patterns, 
and Kern County Travel Demand Model within the vicinity of the project site, and location of 
the project site.  The directional trip distribution is illustrated in Figure IV-N-5.  The projected 
traffic was assigned to the study intersections based on the directional trip distribution.  Figure 
IV-N-6 illustrates the project only peak hour trips at the study intersections under Near-Term 
Conditions. 

IV-N-7.3 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The intersection of Griffith Avenue/SR 46 is funded for installation of traffic signal, henceforth 
the intersection is analyzed as signalized intersection.   It is assumed that with the development 
of proposed project, Root Avenue will be constructed as a two-lane (one-lane in either direction) 
collector between Kimberlina Road and SR 46.  In addition, roadways required to provide access 
to the proposed developments in near-term will be constructed. 

With the development of the proposed projects, Wasco Avenue will be terminated south of Poso 
Avenue and as a result the existing intersections of Wasco Avenue/Jackson Avenue; Wasco 
Avenue/Prospect Avenue; and Kimberlina Road/Wasco Avenue will not exist.  Therefore, LOS 
analysis at the intersections was not conducted under Near-Term and Future Conditions. 

Figures IV-N-7 and IV-N-8 illustrate the lane geometries and traffic controls for Near-Term 
without Project and Near-Term with Project Conditions respectively. 

In addition, since SR 46 is designed as a high-speed expressway, in an effort to maintain 
integrity of this facility, no driveway access to SR 46 will be allowed within the Rose City 
Industrial Park. Access will be allowed only at street intersections.   

IV-N-7.4 LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS – NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS 

LOS analysis at the study intersections and roadway segments was conducted based on the 
projected traffic volumes under with and without project conditions to evaluate the impacts of 
the additional traffic generated by the proposed project.  Figure IV-N-9 illustrates the projected 
peak hour turning movement volumes under Near-Term with Project Conditions.   

Study Intersections 

LOS analysis at the study intersections was conducted based on the projected peak hour turning 
movement volumes under without and with project conditions.  Table IV-N-7.2 summarizes the 
results of the intersection analysis under Near-Term Conditions.  Detailed calculations of the 
LOS analysis for Near-Term without Project Conditions are attached in Appendix D and for 
Near-Term with Project Conditions are attached in Appendix F.  Under



 

  

13. An average of 50 or more passenger trains per day in urban areas or 12 or more 
passenger trains per day in rural areas;  

14. Crossing exposure (the product of the number of trains per day and AADT) exceeds 
500,000 in urban areas or 125,000 in rural areas; or  

15. Passenger train crossing exposure (the product of the number of passenger trains per 
day and AADT) exceeds 400,000 in urban areas or 100,000 in rural areas;  

16. The expected accident frequency (EAF) for active devices with gates, as calculated 
by the USDOT Accident Prediction Formula including 5-year accident history, 
exceeds 0.2;  

17. Vehicle delay exceeding 30 vehicle hours per day;  

18. An engineering study indicates that the absence of a grade separation structure would 
result in the highway facility performing at a level of service below its intended 
minimum design level 10% or more of the time. 

Poso Avenue, and Kimberlina Road were evaluated qualitatively based on Guideline A to 
determine the need for grade separation along the roadways.  It is projected that Conditions 1 
through 10 will not be met along any roadway segments.  Evaluation of Conditions 11, requires 
detailed analysis.  However, based on the proposed projects under Near-Term Conditions, it is 
projected that under Near-Term with Project Conditions, based on the projected peak hour 
turning movements grade separation over the railroad tracks along Poso Avenue and Kimberlina 
Road to provide acceptable traffic operations will not be necessary.  Based on the projected 
queue and frequency of rail freights (assuming one freight train during the peak hour and will 
necessitate the traffic to stop for approximately 10 minutes) it is projected that traffic operations 
along Poso Avenue, and Kimberlina Road between SR 43 and Root Avenue will be in acceptable 
levels under Near-Term with Project Conditions.  However, it is recommended that signal 
interconnect between the intersections on the east and west of the railroad tracks shall be 
provided to provide railroad preemption at the signalized intersections.  Based on the forecasted 
Future with Annexation Conditions, it is projected that in order to provide acceptable traffic 
operations along Root Avenue, and Kimberlina Road between SR 43 and Root Avenue grade 
separations will not be required over the rail road tracks.  It is recommended that City of Wasco 
consider upgrades to meet modern standards at the railroad crossings.   

IV-N-10 FAIR SHARE CALCULATION 

To determine the project and annexation fair share towards the mitigation measures was 
calculated based on the following equation: 

P = T/(TB-TE) 

Where P = Equitable share for the proposed project’s traffic impact 

           T = Vehicle trips generated by the proposed project or annexation 

           TB = Forecasted traffic volume 



 

  

Table IV-N-10.1 Summary of Fair Share for Study Intersections 
Identified Mitigation Measures Fair Share 

Study Intersection 
Near-Term Future with and without 

Annexation Near-Term Future with 
Annexation 

SR 46/Famoso Road  Westbound left-turn lane  11% 
SR 99 Southbound 
Ramps/SR 46  Northbound left-turn lane*  19% 

 Signalization* 
 Eastbound left-turn lane* Root Avenue/Poso 

Avenue 
 Westbound left-turn lane* 

 91% 

Root Avenue/Prospect 
Avenue  Signalization*  86% 

Eastbound left-turn lane 
Eastbound right-turn lane 
Westbound left-turn lane 

Westbound right-turn lane 
Northbound left-turn lane 
Northbound through lane 

Northbound right-turn lane 
Southbound left-turn lane 
Southbound through lane 

J Street/SR 46 Signalization 

Southbound right-turn lane 

30% 12% 

Westbound left-turn lane 
Northbound left-turn lane 

Northbound right-turn lane 
SR 43/SR 46  

Southbound left-turn lane 

 16% 

SR 43/Sixth Street  Northbound through lane  7% 
Eastbound left-turn lane 

Northbound left-turn lane 
Northbound through lane 

SR 43/Poso Avenue  

Southbound left-turn lane 

 16% 

SR 43/Jackson Avenue  Signalization  0% 
ALT 1:Signalization 

SR 43/Prospect Avenue  ALT 2:Right Only along 
Eastbound and Westbound 

directions 

 0% 

 2 Eastbound left-turn lanes 

 2 Westbound left-turn 
lanes 

 Eastbound right-turn 
lane(overlap phase) 

 Westbound right-turn 
lane(overlap phase) 

 Northbound left-turn lane 
 Northbound right-turn lane* 

SR 43/Kimberlina 
Road 

 Southbound left-turn lane 

 19% 

Note: Mitigation measures marked with asterisk (*) are needed under Future with Annexation Conditions in addition 
to mitigation measures identified under Future without Annexation Conditions. . 



 

  

 

Table IV-N-10.2 Summary of Fair Share for Roadway Segments and Interchanges 

Roadway Segments 

Fair Share 

Roadway Segment Mitigation Measures Near-
TermProject 

Only 

FutureAdditional 
Annexation Only 

SR 43, north of SR 46 Two lanes either direction - 2% 

SR 43, between Poso Avenue and SR 
46 Two lanes either direction - 8% 

SR 43, south of Kimberlina Road Three lanes either direction - 14% 

Interchanges  

SR 99/SR 46 Interchange Widening - 16% 

SR 99/Kimberlina Road Interchange Widening - 24% 

 
It should be noted the annexation project does not result in significant impacts at the study 
intersections located at SR 46/SR 99 and SR 99/Kimberlina Road interchanges. 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

CHAPTER III: 
PUBLIC MEETINGS 

 
 

A. Notice of Preparation (NOP) Scoping Meeting held on July 
16, 2006.  NOP published on June 19, 2007. 

B. Planning Commission and City Council Hearing held on 
October 8, 2007 and October 16, 2007, respectively.  Notice 
of Meeting Published on September 25, 2007.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Wasco Industrial Park Project  
 
Please be advised that the City of Wasco will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project described in this notice.  The purpose of this 
Notice of Preparation is to solicit comments from affected and interested agencies, parties, and 
individuals as to the scope and content of the EIR. 
 
IMPORTANT DATES/ SUBMITTAL OF COMMENTS:  Please note the following dates 
related to this Notice of Preparation: 
 
 Wednesday June 18, 2007 – Start of 30-day public comment period 
 Monday, July 19, 2007, 5:00 P.M. - Close of public comment period. 
 
Submit your comments to the attention of the City of Wasco, Community Development 
Department, Planning Division, Attn:  Jake Raper Jr. Interim Community Development Director,  
764 “E” Street, P.O. Box 836, Wasco, CA 93280.   
 
Information on the project is available for review at the following location:  City of Wasco 
Planning Department, City Hall Annex, 764 “E” Street, Wasco, CA, during normal business 
hours.  Please call 661-758-7200 for further information or to set up an appointment with a 
Project Planner. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION and DESCRIPTION:  The general project boundaries of the Wasco 
Industrial Park Project are State Route 46 on the north, Root Avenue and its extension on the 
east, Kimberlina Road on the south and the Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Railroad line on the 
west.  The project area consists of approximately 1,640 acres. 
 
The City is facilitating the development of an industrial park that will accommodate heavy 
industrial uses such as ethanol plants, steel recycling plant, warehousing and other heavy 
industrial uses permitted by the city’s Zoning Ordinance.  To assist the creation of the 1640 acre 
industrial park, the city will consider a General Plan Amendments, Pre-Zoning of the area to 
Heavy Industrial with a Precise Development Plan Overlay, amendment to its current Sphere of 
Influence, approval of a Precise Development Plan for an Ethanol Plant, coordination of rail 
services by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Rail Company, expansion of utility services, 
improvement to transportation systems, annexation of the 1640 acres to the City of Wasco.  The 
proposed plan provides for the abandonment of a portion of Wasco Road that will be utilized as a 
new rail system to serve the industrial park. Alternative road systems will be established to 
continue to provide connectivity between State Route 46 and Kimberlina Road.   The project 
area is non-urbanized consisting of agricultural activities and a few residential homes.  The 
development of the industrial park will eventually cause agricultural activities to cease.  Public 
utilities and services will be provided to the Industrial Park. 
 
WHERE TO SEND COMMENTS:  Please send your written comments prior to the end of the 
Public Comment period on July 19, 2007. 
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Publish one time on June 19, 2007.   
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City of Wasco 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CORRECTED PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE FOR  

THE CITY OF WASCO CITY COUNCIL  

HEARING DATE FOR OCTOBER 16, 2007  

FOR THE  

rose city industrial park project 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(SCH# 2006061124)  

and public hearing FOR ENTITLEMENTS AS LISTED BELOW 

 
 
 
OVERVIEW:  The City of Wasco has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to 
consider the potential environmental effects of the proposed Rose City Industrial Park Project 
and Proposed Ethanol Plant (generally located just east of Wasco Ave. and south of State Route 
46, west of Root Ave., currently a unimproved dirt road), and north of Kimberlina Ave.  Portion 
of the project area is within the City’s Sphere of Influence and portion of the project site is 
outside of the City’s sphere of influence). The proposed project requires the approval of a 
General Plan amendment by designating the area as Heavy Industrial and amending certain 
policies within the General Plan as well as amending the circulation element of the General Plan; 
Prezone (to redesignate) the area as Heavy Industrial – Planned Development, Amendment to the 
City’s Sphere of Influence, Annexation of the project site, Non-Summary Vacation of Wasco 
Road for rail spur, and approval of a Precise Development Plan for an Ethanol Plant proposed by 
Rose City Renewable LLC.  The project area consists of approximately 1,640 acres.    

 
LEGAL NOTICE 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
    CITY OF WASCO PLANNING COMMISSION  

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of Wasco will hold public 
hearings on the projects listed in this notice above. The Planning Commission public hearing will be held 
on Monday, October 8, 2007 at 7:00 P.M. or as soon as possible thereafter in the Council Chambers 
located at 746 8th Street, Wasco, California.  The Planning Commission shall hear testimony on the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Rose City Industrial Park and provide a recommendation regarding 
certification to the City Council.  The Planning Commission will also conduct public hearings on General 
Plan Amendments, Prezoning, Amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence, Annexation of the 1,640 
acres to the City of Wasco, Non-Summary Vacation of Wasco Road for rail spur, and the Rose City 
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Renewable LLC Precise Development Plan for a 63 million gallon capacity corn to ethanol fuel 
conversion plant.   

 
LEGAL NOTICE 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
    CITY OF WASCO CITY COUNCIL  

Notice is hereby given that the City Council of the City of Wasco will hold public hearings on the 
projects listed in this notice above. The City Council public hearing will be held on Tuesday, October 16,  
2007 at 7:00 P.M. or as soon as possible thereafter in the Council Chambers located at 746 8th Street, 
Wasco, California.  The City Council shall consider the Planning Commission recommendations and shall 
hear testimony on the Environmental Impact Report for the Rose City Industrial Park.  The City Council 
will also conduct public hearings on General Plan Amendments, Prezoning, Amendment to the City’s 
Sphere of Influence, Annexation of the 1,640 acres to the City of Wasco, Non-Summary Vacation of 
Wasco Road for rail spur, and the Rose City Renewable LLC Precise Development Plan for a 63 million 
gallon capacity corn to ethanol fuel conversion plant.     

 
Anyone wishing to give pertinent testimony on the above items may appear and be heard. Please 

note that if you challenge the proposed actions in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues 
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence 
delivered to the City of Wasco at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 

If you need special assistance to participate in the meetings described in this notice, please 
contact the City Clerk’s Office at (661) 758-7215 to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility 
to these meetings.  Telephone (661) 758-7215 or via California Relay Service (Hearing Impaired Only). 
 Requests for assistance should be made at least two (2) days in advance whenever possible. 
 
 
ROSE CITY INDUSTRIAL PARK ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  The DEIR found 
project issues that may have a significant or Potentially Significant impacts related to 
aesthetic/visual, agricultural land, air quality, archeological/historical, biological resources, 
drainage/absorption, economic/jobs, geologic/seismic, noise, population/housing balance, public 
services/facilities, recreation/parks, sewer capacity, toxic/hazardous, transportation and 
circulation, vegetation, water quality, water supply/groundwater, growth inducement, land use, 
and cumulative effects.  Many of these impacts were reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through the implementation of mitigation measures. However, even with implementation of 
applicable mitigation measures, the DEIR found that the project would still result in significant 
and unavoidable impacts to the conversion of prime farm land, Williamson Act contracted land, 
and air quality.  
 
AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT EIR AND RELATED MATERIALS:  Copies of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report can be reviewed or purchased at the City of Wasco Planning 
Department, 764 E Street, Wasco, CA 93280 during normal business hours.  The Draft 
Environmental Impact Report may also be reviewed at the Kern County Library located at 1102 
7th Street, Wasco, CA 93280.  Staff reports to the Planning Commission and City Council 
relating to the General Plan Amendments, Prezone, Sphere of Influence Amendment, 
Annexation, and Rose City Renewables LLC Ethanol Plant Precise Development Plan will be 
available on or before September 28, 2007.  
  
For additional information you may contact:  
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Jake Raper, Jr., AICP Planning Director  
City of Wasco, Planning Department 

 746 E Street. 
Wasco, CA 93280 

 

 

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES:  Project lands are not on any list of hazardous waste sites 
prepared pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

 

 

Dated:  September 20, 2007 
 
 
 

______________________________ 
Vickie Hight, City Clerk 

 

TO BE PUBLISHED ON OR BEFORE:   September 25, 2007 
 

PUBLISHED FOR:   The City of Wasco Planning Department  
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From: Holly King [mailto:hollyk@greatvalley.org]  

Sent: Sunday, August 19, 2007 6:26 PM 

To: Eric_VonBerg@URSCorp.com 

Cc: Jake Raper 

Subject: Draft EIR for Rose City Industrial Park 

 

Eric: 

I have a few questions about statements in the EIR. 

Page II-5 - "Rose Industrial Park Acreage" chart---you have two lists for Section 18 - shouldn't the last list 
beginning with APN# 072-120-01 be Section 19? 

Page IV-57 - does the City of Wasco have a right - to - farm ordinance? 

Page IV-10 - Annual Grasslands - indicates that 10.62 acres of annual grasslands present in southeastern 
portion of Project Area. Is this correct? Looking at the map it appears that the Grasslands are on Ethanol 
Site 2, which is the southwestern portion of the Project Area. 

Maybe you could point me to the location in the Draft EIR that indicates where Root Ave. will be placed. 
By that I am really asking if all four lanes of Root Ave. will "come out" of the Industrial Park and not out 
of the agricultural property to the east. 

Thanks, 

Holly A. King 
Wasco Real Properties I 
cell - 559-269-3310 

A-1 

A-2 
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COMMENT A-1 On Page II-5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the table 
entitled “ROSE INDUSTRIAL PARK ACREAGE” incorrectly 
references two lists of parcels located within Township 27 South, 
Range 25 East, Section 18.  The title referring to the list of parcels 
beginning with APN# 072-120-01 has been corrected to be Section 
19 instead of Section 18.   

 
COMMENT A-2 The City of Wasco has a Right to Farm Ordinance written by the 

Kern County Farm Bureau.  The ordinance was adopted by the 
City Council on October 2, 2007.  Please see Appendix A of the 
Final EIR. 

 
COMMENT A-3 Page IV-10 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report incorrectly 

indicates that 10.62 acres of annual grasslands are present in the 
southeastern portion of Project Area. As shown in Figure IV-B-1, 
the annual grasslands within the Project Area are located on 
Ethanol Site 2, which is located on the southwestern portion of the 
Project Area.  The text has been corrected as follows: 

 
Approximately 10.62 acres of annual grasslands dominated by non-
native plant species are present in the southwestern portion of the Project 
Area.   

 
COMMENT A-4 The right-of-way required for the construction of Root Avenue will 

be within the boundaries of the Rose City Industrial Park and not 
within the boundaries of the agricultural property to the east.  A 
sentence describing construction right-of-ways for Root Avenue 
has been added to page II-6 of Chapter II, Project Description of 
the EIR, as follows: 

 
The Industrial Park will have surface access by way of Root Avenue, 
which will be constructed as an Arterial from State Route 46 to 
Kimberlina Avenue.  The right-of-way required for the construction of 
Root Avenue is completely within the boundaries of the Rose City 
Industrial Park.   
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COMMENT B-1 The City of Wasco acknowledges the presence of Southern 

California Gas Company facilities in the area of the Wasco Rose 
City Industrial Park Project and the ability for service to be 
provided from existing gas mains in the area.  We do, however, 
acknowledge that your letter dated August 11, 2007 is not a 
contractual commitment to serve the project area. 
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COMMENT C-1 As indicated on page IV-25 of the Draft EIR;  
 

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records 
search was conducted at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Archaeological 
Information Center (SSJVAIC), located at California State University, 
Bakersfield, California, by SSJVAIC staff on 26 August 2006 (RS# 06-
361). This records search encompassed the project area of potential effects 
(APE) and a half-mile radius around the APE (see Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR). This records search disclosed that the project APE has not 
been previously surveyed for cultural resources. There are no known 
cultural (prehistoric or historic) resources within the APE or the half-mile 
search radius. 
 

COMMENT C-2 An archaeological inventory survey was required for this project and, as 
such, a draft technical report was completed on behalf of the City of 
Wasco in July 2007.  Currently, this document is being reviewed by the 
City of Wasco and has not been finalized.  It should be noted that there 
were no previously recorded or newly identified cultural resources located 
within the project APE.  Therefore, documentation was not required for 
site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary 
objects.  The final written report will be submitted to the SSJVAIC upon 
completion of the project. 

 
COMMENT C-3 As indicated on page IV-26 of the Draft EIR; 
 

A records search of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the Native 
American Heritage (NAHC) was conducted on 07 August 2006. 
According to the NAHC, the search failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources within the immediate project area. The 
NAHC provided a list of five individuals/organizations who may have 
knowledge of cultural resources in the area. Previous records searches for 
projects in this region have identified an additional individual that may 
have knowledge of cultural resources in the area; they were also added to 
the list. Based upon both sources of information, including the list 
provided by the NAHC, URS mailed a letter and map depicting the project 
APE to the six individuals/groups mentioned above, on 15 August 2006. 
Individuals were asked whether they had any knowledge of cultural 
resources that might be impacted by the proposed project, or if there are 
any general comments or concerns concerning the proposed undertaking. 
As of the date of the release of this Draft EIR, no comments have been 
received. A copy of this correspondence is included in Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
The comment letter from your agency dated 23 August 2007, indicated a 
list of individuals/groups that differ from those provided by the NAHC in 
response to the NOP dated June 18, 2007.  These nine contacts include 
individuals not previously identified by the NAHC – Ernie Garcia of the 
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Tejon Indian Tribe, James R. Leon of the Chumash Council of 
Bakersfield, and Donna Begay of the Tubatulabals of Kern Valley.  URS 
mailed a letter and map depicting the project APE to the nine 
individuals/groups mentioned above, on 04 September 2007.  To date, no 
comments have been received.  A copy of this correspondence is included 
in Appendix C of the Final EIR. 
 

COMMENT C-4 Mitigation Measures CR-2, CR-3 and PR-1 of the Draft EIR address 
inadvertent-discovery measures pertaining to archaeological resources, 
paleontological resources, artifacts, and related consultation with 
culturally affiliated Native Americans. 

 
COMMENT C-5 Mitigation Measure CR-3 of the Draft EIR addresses provisions for the 

discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries. 
 
COMMENT C-6 Mitigation Measure CR-3 of the Draft EIR addresses procedures to be 

followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in 
a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

 
COMMENT C-7 Should significant cultural resources be discovered during the course of 

project planning, though no significant resources have been identified to 
date, avoidance measures, as defined in § 15370 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, will be followed.
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         P.O. Box 3357 
          Bakersfield, CA 93385 
                              September 5, 2007 
 
 
City of Wasco 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
Attn:  Jake Raper Jr., Interim Community Development Director 
764 “E” Street 
P.O. Box 836 
Wasco, CA 93280 
 
Re: Wasco Industrial Park DEIR 
 
Dear Mr. Raper and Planners: 
 
We have the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Wasco Industrial Park project: 
 

1. The conversion of prime agricultural land to urban uses must be fully addressed.  
There are a number of feasible mitigation measures available; we included a listing 
of such measures in our July 16 NOP letter.  In spite of the feasibility of many of 
these 37 potential mitigation measures, the DEIR has not addressed them.  The 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) should include an objective agricultural 
conversion study that would address those measures that are not facially infeasible.  
The DEIR is defective in that it contains no agricultural conversion study. 

 
One such measure would require the developer to purchase farmland conservation 
easements elsewhere.  The DEIR states that this measure “will not reduce the loss 
of agricultural land below level of significance for this project.”  In order to more fully 
mitigate, we recommend a requirement that three acres of equally good, equally at 
risk farmland be preserved via conservation easements or otherwise for every acre 
of farmland converted in this project.   We remark that Sequoia Riverlands Trust is 
expanding into Kern County, has presented their program to the Kern County Board 
of Supervisors, and can serve as a holding agency for farmland conservation 
easements.   A number of projects in California (including several in Kern County) 
have agreed to fund agricultural conservation easements as partial mitigation for 
such conversion (e.g., Rosedale Ranch in northwest Bakersfield, Castle & Cook’s 
West Ming project in Bakersfield, Old River Ranch in southwest Bakersfield, the 
Blackhawk project, Lent Ranch in Elk Grove).   Unfortunately, we find no 
requirement that the developer purchase farmland conservation easements to 

D-1 
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preserve farmland elsewhere.  The City of Bakersfield has imposed such a 
requirement several times (e.g., on the 2182-acre West Ming project).  The City of 
Wasco should require such mitigation. 
 
The DEIR states, “development will be implemented in phases as the principal 
method of agricultural preservation.”  We fail to see how phasing development in 
itself preserves agriculture in the long run; each time a phase is developed, the 
acreage of that phase is lost to agriculture.  We are sympathetic to phasing 
mitigation measures simultaneous with development phasing, but mitigation 
measures should be in place to address the loss of farmland from each phase.   
The FEIR should address this concern. 
 
The DEIR contains a discussion of an exchange program involving the California 
Department of Conservation (DOC).  As we understand it, such a program would 
allow the developer to cancel an existing Williamson Act contract by placing 
conservation easements on appropriate farmland in lieu of the 12.5% cancellation 
fee or would allow the 12.5% cancellation fee to be used for such easements 
locally.  We have several concerns that the FEIR should address.   

• A conservation easement on land of approximately equal value with equal 
development pressure will likely cost more per acre than 12.5% of the pre-
easement value of the replacement land.  Will the acreage preserved under 
this regimen be at least equal to the acreage lost to development, and will 
the acreage preserved be equally valuable with equal development 
pressure?   

• Has the DOC agreed to this regimen as mitigation for Williamson Act 
cancellations?  We see no letter to that effect in the DEIR. 

• The 12.5% cancellation fee is presumably required to offset tax benefits, and 
this is a separate issue from farmland conversion.  Does the DOC see this 
regimen as mitigation for farmland conversion per se?   

• The DEIR contains no mitigation measure requiring such an exchange 
program.  Without such a requirement, the notion has no teeth, and the 
discussion need not and probably will not lead to any sort of mitigation.   

 
Mitigation measure AG-1 is a vague measure requiring the City to “identify” 
farmland to be “used by the wastewater treatment plant for percolation of the 
treated water” and then that these lands be “acquired as needed to accommodate 
the wastewater treatment plant upgrades.”  Will a study be needed to identify these 
farmlands and to examine the effect on these lands and the underlying groundwater 
of percolation of treated sewage?  Will the wastewater contain heavy metals or 
pathogens?  Will the public have input?  Who will pay for the study?  How will it be 
decided that acquisition of farmland for percolation purposes is “needed”?  Who will 
pay for acquisition of this farmland?  Will eminent domain be used?  Disposal of 
wastewater from this project is a necessary consequence of the project.  How does 
this mitigate the loss of prime farmland from this project?  The FEIR should contain 
a complete discussion of these issues. 
 
Policy 1 of the City’s Agricultural Element states, “Agricultural production areas shall 
be preserved as an important economic activity.”  Policy 6 states, “All commercial 
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and industrial uses are prohibited in agricultural areas except those directly related 
and incidental to the agricultural operation conducted on the land.”  The FEIR 
should present compelling evidence that conversion of more than 2.5 square miles 
of farmland is consistent with these and other policies of the General Plan. 
 
The DEIR states, “The City will continue to follow Agricultural Element Policy 15 of 
the City General Plan to encourage the establishment of permanent Ag preserves, 
“Super Williamson Act” preserves, or other such mechanisms . . . “.  What has the 
City done in the past to encourage such preserves?  What preserves have been 
established?  We see no condition requiring the developer to help with funding or 
establishing such preserves.  How does this act as mitigation for farmland 
conversion?  The FEIR should examine the efficacy of the City’s efforts in this 
regard and should make concrete suggestions about how this could go beyond 
mere encouragement to actual establishment. 

 
2. The City must make a number of findings in order to cancel the Williamson Act 

contracts on this site.  In our opinion, there is no substantial evidence for several of 
these findings.  Specifically,  
• This and other projects on agricultural land will likely have significant growth-

inducing, cumulative impacts on nearby farmland.  Given the area growth, we 
fail to understand how the City can find that removal of adjacent land from 
agricultural use is unlikely. 

• We see no evidence supporting a finding that there is no proximate 
noncontracted land available and suitable for urban use.  The California 
Supreme Court has stated, “Under some circumstances land several miles from 
the proposed development site may be near enough to serve the same 
purposes.  We therefore hold that ‘proximate’ property means property close 
enough to the restricted parcel to serve as a practical alternative for the 
proposed one.”  [Sierra Club v. City of Hayward (1981), 28 Cal. 3d 840, 861] 

• By promoting growth on prime farmland, the City contradicts the soil 
conservation goals of its General Plan. 

• The City must find that other public concerns substantially outweigh the 
objectives of the Williamson Act.  Given the questions regarding the efficiency of 
converting corn into ethanol and potential increase in food prices resulting from 
this process as noted below, we see little evidence that the need for ethanol 
plants substantially outweighs the need for agricultural output.  We note as well 
that the Legislature has found that the discouragement of premature and 
unnecessary conversion of agricultural land to urban uses is a matter of public 
interest 

 
3. Air pollution associated with the project should be completely mitigated, perhaps 

by funding air pollution reduction projects sufficient to completely offset the air 
pollution associated with this project.  Several developers (including the West Ming 
project and the Old River Ranch project, both in Bakersfield) have recently agreed 
to participate in an Emissions Reduction Program through the SJVAPCD.  
Through this program, developers promise to completely offset the mobile and area 
source emissions as well as construction emissions associated with their project.  If 
the details reflect this promise, if the developers carry through, and if citizens are 
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given adequate opportunity for input, we will see this program as real progress in 
helping to clean our air.  Participation in such a program is clearly feasible and, if 
properly administered, would reduce air quality impacts, both project-specific and, 
hence, cumulative, to zero.  This impact is therefore not unavoidable, and with such 
a program in hand the City would not have to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations.  The FEIR should address such a program. 
 
The DEIR does not calculate the health risks associated with project stationary 
sources and instead defers determination of health risks associated with potential 
toxic air contaminants (TAC’s) until the permitting process.  In our opinion, this 
severely limits the public’s ability to comment on this issue, especially important 
since there are housing and other sensitive receptors (see Table AQ-13 which, by 
the way, has omitted the housing projects to the west of this site) not far from the 
project.  The FEIR should determine which TAC’s would be associated with the 
ethanol plants, the possible steel recycling facility, and other potential tenants of this 
project, and it should recommend mitigation measures to protect the local residents. 
 

4. Mitigation measure AQ-1-b lists a number of “potentially feasible control measures”, 
the implication being that they might also be found to be infeasible and thus not 
applied.  In order for the public and the decision makers to determine the 
effectiveness of AQ-1-b, the FEIR should determine which of these measures are 
feasible and which will be required. 
 
Construction emissions should be offset.  Many offsite emission reduction 
projects have a relatively short lifespan, perhaps even shorter than the buildout 
period proposed for this project.  It is feasible and appropriate to fund relatively 
short-lived emission reduction projects that would offset the ROG, NOx, and PM10 
calculated for construction period.  In addition, options for reducing construction 
emissions might include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products, 
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, and after-treatment products.  
Environmental impacts must be mitigated when feasible measures are available; 
just because effective mitigations used elsewhere are not specified or discussed in 
the GAMAQI doesn’t mean the lead agency can ignore them, and cost alone is not 
sufficient to deny full, substantive evaluation of available mitigations.  Onroad and 
offroad emission control aftertreatments are available for NOx and PM10 reductions 
to reduce impacts of construction diesels and of diesels that will work at or travel 
to/from the development once it is completed.  There should be a comprehensive 
listing and review of mitigations that are not “facially infeasible”, and the discussion 
should not be limited to mitigations that are directly or implicitly conditioned within 
the GAMAQI.  The Sacramento air basin has essentially the same development-
related vehicle fleets and vehicle operation parameters as those in the southern 
San Joaquin Valley.  A scraper used to grade the development studied here is 
essentially the same type, horsepower, vintage, and emission level as used to 
grade a project in Sacramento, and grading practices in valley soils are similar from 
north to south.  Sacramento’s requirement for 20% NOx reduction and 45% PM10 
reduction, based on a fleet average emission level for each type of construction 
equipment is feasible and reasonable based on 3 years of experience there.  The 
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FEIR should explore such a requirement, and the City should add it as a condition 
of development. 
 

  
5. As best we can tell from the DEIR and Appendix B, no onsite biological surveys 

have been done.  There are references to “habitat assessment”, presumably based 
on USGS maps and database surveys.  Some of the mitigation measures make 
reference to future “pre-construction surveys”.  In order to inform the public and to 
make an informed decision, the City should include in the FEIR a thorough 
biological study that uses approved and up-to-date protocol.  The City should 
assess and mitigate the impact of the project on biological resources.  Pursuant to 
CEQA, the lead agency, in this case the City, may not limit its analysis of the 
project's potential impact on species that are listed pursuant to the federal and state 
law; the City has a separate and ongoing responsibility under CEQA also to mitigate 
the project's potential impacts on species which, although not listed as threatened 
or endangered, may nevertheless require additional protection by virtue of being 
rare or otherwise in danger of extinction in the region (CEQA Guideline 15380).  
The burrowing owl fits this description.  Possible mitigation could involve leaving the 
part of the property as open space dedicated to the burrowing owl or by contributing 
additional funding to efforts to purchase habitat to be preserved for the burrowing 
owl. 
 
We note that no protocol-based studies for the San Joaquin Kit Fox were 
conducted.  Given this lack of study, we think that it is likely that this project may 
significantly impact this species by harming or killing individual kit foxes or otherwise 
by limiting its range.  We suggest that the City require a kit fox study with proper 
protocol before soil is disturbed. 

 
Since the blunt-nosed leopard lizard (BNLL) is a “fully protected” species under 
California law, no take permit can be granted under any circumstances.  There has 
been no BNLL study for this project.  We suggest that the City require a BNLL study 
with proper protocol before soil is disturbed.  Given this lack of study, we think that it 
is likely that this project may significantly impact this species by harming or killing 
individual lizards or otherwise by limiting its range.  Possible mitigation could involve 
leaving the part of the property as open space dedicated to the BNLL or by 
contributing to ongoing efforts to purchase habitat to be preserved for the BNLL.  
The FEIR should address this concern. 
 
On page IV-23, the DEIR states, “However, the mitigation provided in Mitigation 
Measure Bio-1-c will mitigate any potentially significant impacts to the San Joaquin 
Kit Fox to a less than significant level, therefore the project’s impacts to kit fox are 
not cumulatively considerable.”  The City seems to be saying that if the project-
specific impact is minor, then the cumulative impact is also insignificant.  This 
contradicts the whole notion of cumulative impact and is clearly wrong.  The State 
CEQA Guidelines state, 

“15355(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when 
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
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probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”  

 
The FEIR is defective in reaching its conclusions of insignificance regarding 
cumulative biological resources impacts. 
 
On page IV-21, the DEIR suggests working with agencies to provide an “appropriate 
level of mitigation” for kit fox impacts.  In order that the public and the decision 
makers can form a judgment, the FEIR should be more specific about what is 
appropriate and who determines the level of appropriateness.  We note that kit 
foxes have been seen within five miles of the project site. 
 
On page IV-21, the DEIR suggests that 450 to 850 acres of land adjacent to the 
wastewater treatment plant could be used as biological resource mitigation habitat.  
We note that mitigation measure AG-1, meant to preserve agricultural land, would 
use lands in the vicinity of the wastewater treatment plant for wastewater 
percolation and as mitigation for the farmland conversion impact of this project.  Are 
these the same lands?  If so, how will it work to use these lands for both farmland 
conversion mitigation and habitat conversion mitigation?  If these lands are used for 
wastewater percolation, what effect will this percolation regimen have on wildlife for 
which this will be habitat?  These issues should be clarified in the FEIR. 
 
It is likely that the area is home to many species of plants and animals, including 
endangered species such as kit fox and blunt-nosed leopard lizards as well as 
many other native species such as burrowing owls and Kern brodiaea.  We note 
that a number of these species have been found in the Project Vicinity (Figure IV-B-
2).  While many of these species may have been driven out of the project area by 
agricultural operations, some of the native plant species could be reintroduced by 
replanting them in whatever open space and buffer areas that will be proposed for 
the project.  In addition, landscaping should include drought-tolerant and/or native 
plants.  A thorough biological study should include such considerations.   
  

6. The potential effects of light pollution not only on aesthetics but also on biological 
resources should be should be examined in the FEIR. 

 
7. In addition to the two ethanol plants planned in this project, two others are planned 

nearby – one in Delano and one in Famoso.  The cumulative impact of these four 
ethanol plants on air quality, water quality, groundwater depletion and degradation, 
farmland loss, traffic, and other issues could be significant.  For example, these four 
plants would produce over 5,000 tons of wet distillers grain daily.  This is enough 
wet distillers grain to feed every lactating cow in Kern County 67 pounds daily, and 
that is likely more than these cows can eat.  How will the wet distillers grain be 
used?  The FEIR should include these other projects in the cumulative impact 
studies for this project. 

 
The land needed to grow the corn used in these ethanol plants could be used 
instead to grow food for a burgeoning world population.  In a recent article in 
Foreign Affairs titled "How Biofuels Could Starve the Poor," University of Minnesota 
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economists C. Ford Runge and Benjamin Senauer point out that rising food prices 
caused by the demand for ethanol and other biofuels could cause as many as 600 
million more people to go hungry worldwide by 2025.  The FEIR should address the 
issue of loss of food production from agricultural land as a result of using corn for 
ethanol production. 
 
David Pimentel, professor of ecology and agriculture at Cornell, and Tad W. Patzek, 
professor of civil and environmental engineering at Berkeley, in a report published in 
Natural Resources Research (Vol. 14:1, 65-76), state that making ethanol from corn 
requires 29 percent more fossil energy than the fuel produced.  In an article from 
the Cornell University News Service, Pimentel says, "producing ethanol or biodiesel 
from plant biomass is going down the wrong road, because you use more energy to 
produce these fuels than you get out from the combustion of these products."  In 
addition, Pimentel states, "Ethanol production requires large fossil energy input, and 
therefore, it is contributing to oil and natural gas imports and U.S. deficits." The 
FEIR should address the need for these ethanol plants in the context of the 
Pimentel and Patzek study.  In this needs analysis, the FEIR should compare 
government’s costs and benefits of evaluating and regulating this plant to spending 
that money in promoting alternate strategies such as more efficient vehicles, mass 
transit, combining trips, walking, shade and sidewalks, car pools, bicycle use, 
telecommuting to work, park and ride facilities, neighborhood stores, etc. 
 
An acre of corn takes 3 acre-feet of water or approximately 978,000 gallons to grow 
to maturity in Kern County.  An acre of corn can yield up to 170 bushels of corn per 
acre. Each bushel of corn yields about 2.5 gallons of ethanol.  This computes to 
about 2,100 gallons of fresh irrigation water necessary to grow the corn for each 
gallon of ethanol, not including the additional 1,008,000 gallons of daily water noted 
below to be used during the ethanol production.  The FEIR should consider these 
statistics in evaluating the combined impact on water supplies of these and the 
other proposed area ethanol plants. 
 
The FEIR should discuss how this plant would be dismantled or otherwise used if it 
is not profitable. Ethanol is highly corrosive to pipelines as well as to seals and fuel 
systems of existing car or other gasoline engines. It requires special new pumps. All 
that conversion costs money.  Plants may become more expensive to run as more 
of us become aware of their adverse environmental impacts and thus impose 
regulations or outlaw them. 

 
8. The DEIR does not include an adequate evaluation of cumulative impacts to 

utility systems. Will new power plants have to be built to serve the growth resulting 
from this and other area projects?   Do existing power lines have enough capacity to 
serve this growth?  The FEIR should discuss project-specific and cumulative 
impacts to utility systems. 

 
9. The FEIR should discuss the potential of upgraded energy efficiency measures 

and its relationship to air quality and utilities services.    
 

D-24
Cont

D-25

D-26

D-27

D-28

D-29



COMMENT LETTER D 

IV-18 

10. The FEIR should consider requiring solar photovoltaic panels and solar water 
heating.  In addition to air quality and other societal benefits, solar photovoltaic 
panels on the buildings could generate enough electricity to help mitigate the 
potential need to build upgraded electrical facilities and new power plants.  The 
FEIR should clearly state electrical needs for the proposed ethanol plants and the 
steel recycling plant, and, considering the abundant sunshine in the southern San 
Joaquin Valley, it should determine numbers and location of solar photovoltaic 
panels needed to offset the plants’ needs.  In the context of air pollution, the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) in its letter on other projects 
has recommended installation of photovoltaic cells. The FEIR should discuss this 
possibility. 

 
11. The FEIR should discuss potential mitigation measures for global warming 

resulting from CO2 and other emissions associated with the project.  For example, 
the electricity used in this project will presumably be generated at a natural gas-fired 
power plant.  Such power plants generate large amounts of CO2.  The use of solar 
photovoltaic panels can offset CO2 emissions from electrical power plants.  In 
addition, the ethanol plants will produce large amounts of global warming gasses, 
probably mainly as a result of the fermentation process.  The steel recycling plant 
will likely use large amounts of natural gas with concomitant CO2 emissions.  There 
will be large amounts of train and vehicle traffic associated with the ethanol plants 
and the steel recycling plant, and significant global warming emissions will likely 
result.  Global warming emissions resulting from the project should be objectively 
quantified, and complete mitigation measures should be recommended. 

 
12. The project will use large amounts of groundwater.  According to the information 

provided for the NOP, each ethanol plant will use 700 gallons per minute (more than 
one million gallons per day, 1136 acre-feet per year), and the steel recycling facility 
will use 400,000 gallons per day.   The DEIR, on the other hand, states that each 
ethanol plant will use 630,000 gallons of water per day, 710 acre-feet per year.  
Since Mitigation Measure Hydro-2 uses the lower 710 acre-feet per day number to 
determine mitigation for groundwater depletion, it is important to get the correct 
value.  Will each ethanol plant use 1136 acre-feet of water as in the NOP or will it 
use 710 acre-feet per year as in the DEIR?  How are these numbers computed?  
The FEIR should give complete data on this issue. 

 
From Table 2 of Appendix F, the average SWID surface water delivery to the project 
area over the nine years as reported is 1430 acre-feet per year.  Given that the total 
annual project area effective water usage is 4870 acre-feet (as reported in Appendix 
F, including the CVP reduction), then the average annual existing groundwater 
usage of the project area is 3440 acre-feet.  In the computations for Mitigation 
Measure Hydro-2 regarding depletion of the groundwater supply, existing average 
annual groundwater usage is mistakenly considered to be 4870 acre-feet, having 
not subtracted off the existing surface water usage.  Thus, in Mitigation Measure 
Hydro-2, the overall Industrial Park should provide groundwater depletion mitigation 
if the net water demand exceeds 3096 acre-feet per year (90% of 3440).  Similar 
adjustments should be made for the ethanol plant mitigation values. 
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Mitigation Measure Hydro-2 contains computations regarding amount of mitigation 
and timing for such mitigation.  Unfortunately, it contains only suggestions as to 
what the actual mitigation measures might be.  In order to inform the public and to 
help decision makers make an informed decision, the City should include in the 
FEIR specific measures that will be used to mitigate groundwater depletion. 

 
On page IV-125 of the DEIR, it is stated that the area “has experienced decreases 
in groundwater levels in recent years.”  The DEIR states that surface water supplied 
to existing agricultural use on the project site will be used elsewhere, thus reducing 
groundwater usage elsewhere.  That this will have a positive effect on project 
vicinity groundwater levels is speculation at best.  The FEIR should assess the 
effect of this project’s groundwater usage on preexisting nearby wells as is required 
by CEQA. 

  
13. The DEIR indicates that Wasco’s water supply has at times exceeded standards for 

nitrates, DBCP, and other contaminants.  The FEIR should provide evidence that 
the City will not violate water quality standards in providing water to this project.  

 
14. The EIR should contain a fiscal analysis for the project that realistically details the 

cost to local governments of new infrastructure necessary to sustain these projects 
and that specifies that portion of the cost borne by the developer.  Will the 
wastewater treatment plant require upgrading as a result of this project?  What will 
the upgrade cost?  How much will be financed by the developer?   

 
15. Will there be convenient and attractive pedestrian and bicycle connections to this 

project?  Will efficient public transportation be available to this project?  Will there 
be fast and convenient service to housing and to downtown?  Will the project 
include bus turnouts and park-and-ride facilities?  If so, the FEIR should quantify 
their effects as air pollution mitigation. 

 
Please keep us informed about this project.  Thank you for your consideration and for the 
opportunity to comment.  
 
Sincerely, 

Gordon L. Nipp  
Vice-Chair  
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COMMENT D-1 The impact of converting agricultural land was evaluated in the DEIR 
starting on page IV-54, under Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farm 
Land.   This analysis adequately addressed the impacts of converting 
agricultural lands with in the project area to urban uses.  

 
Mitigation Measure Ag-1 has been modified to include the creation of 
Agricultural Conservation Easements to offset the impact of losing 
agricultural lands.  Mitigation Measure Ag-1 has been modified as 
follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure AG-1: Preserve Agricultural Land  

The City of Wasco will create Agricultural Conservation Easements on the 
415 acres of agricultural land the city currently owns for the release of 
their treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant. The City of 
Wasco will also encourage and assist all Williamson Act Contract holders 
within the Industrial Park that submit a contract cancellation application to 
enter into a 1240 exchange program so the cancellation fees can be used to 
purchase additional agricultural conservation easements in the Wasco 
area. 
 
Williamson Act Contracts being cancelled within the project can pay their 
12.5 percent penalty fee directly to the City of Wasco for the sole use of 
creating additional agricultural conservation easements in conformance 
with the state’s 1240 exchange program.  These lands will be protected in 
perpetuity for continued agricultural production. Estimating that two-
thirds of the remaining Williamson Act land is cancelled to allow 
development, $3.2 to $6.4 million would become available for purchasing 
agricultural easements with assessed price of the land ranging from 
$40,000 to $80,000 an acre.  This would allow for the buying of 
conservation easements on 800 to 2,600 acres of land based on a selling 
price of $3,000 to $5,000 an acre for the conservation easements. 
 

COMMENT D-2 Policy 14 of the Wasco General Plan states growth-phasing lines are the 
principal method of agricultural preservation for the City of Wasco, as 
discussed on page IV-55 of the DEIR. Phasing development was not 
presented as an agricultural mitigation for this project.  As discussed under 
Response D-1, agricultural mitigation is included. 

 
COMMENT D-3 The requirement is to ensure the land being placed under easement is of 

comparable quality and value of the land currently under Williamson Act 
Contract as stated on page IV-56 of the DEIR, 

 
“The value of the proposed Agricultural Conservation Easement (ACE), as 
determined pursuant to Section 10260 of the Public Resources Code, needs to be 
equal to or greater than 12.5 percent of the valuation of the land subject to the 
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contract in order to be rescinded. The Director of Conservation and the Secretary 
of Resources must both approve the agreement prior to it taking effect.” 

 
COMMENT D-4 There is no requirement that equal acreage of lands be placed under 

easement, just equal value.  The Department of Conservation (DOC) 
administers and has approval authority over these exchanges as stated on 
page IV-57 of the DEIR: 

 
The Director of the Department of Conservation for the State of California is to 
evaluate proposals for agricultural conservation easements to the extent that the 
project satisfies the following criteria [PRC 10252]: (See pgs IV-57-59 of DEIR 
for list of criteria) 

COMMENT D-5 The DOC does not recognize the 12.5% penalty fee as mitigation for 
farmland conversion.  The benefit of the use of the penalty fee for 
purchasing conservation easements or through the use of 1240 exchanges 
is that the funds stay locally instead of getting deposited into the state’s 
general fund. 

 
COMMENT D-6 This exchange program would be implemented as part of the Williamson 

Act Cancellation process, at which time the City of Wasco would 
encourage owners of contracts to use this process.  The city does not have 
the authority to require participation in this process. 

 
COMMENT D-7 The City’s Wastewater Master Plan, April 2007, identifies the amount of 

acreage needed to percolate the plant’s effluent at full build out.  The city 
will identify the lands needed for this purpose and may use eminent 
domain if determined necessary.  All effluent must meet Regional Water 
Quality Control Board standards for release on agricultural lands.  The 
plant is monitored to ensure their effluent meets these standards.  Placing 
agricultural conservation easements on these lands guarantees that these 
lands will remain in agricultural use in perpetuity.  Without the easement, 
the city, in the future, could convert the plant to a newer or different 
technology that would not require farmland for percolation of effluent.  
With the easements, if the plant converts in the future, these lands would 
remain in agricultural production.  An independent third party will be 
involved to administer these agricultural conservation easements to ensure 
their continued operation. 

COMMENT D-8 The project proposes to re-designate and rezone the property to Industrial 
and Heavy Industrial, respectively, thereby not permitting commercial and 
industrial uses on agricultural lands.   
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The City, in pursuing this project, has identified the following project 
objectives as reasons for development of the project, found on page II-1of 
the DEIR: 

“In support of this goal, the City of Wasco has identified the following project 
objectives:  

 
1. Provide an industrial park that is consistent with the land use patterns 

envisioned in the City of Wasco General Plan and that provides 
employment opportunities for its residents. 

2. Provide an industrial park that will accommodate large sized industrial lots 
with railroad and truck access for heavier industrial uses locating in the San 
Joaquin Valley. 

3. Provide an industrial park that will accommodate industrial uses as 
identified in the City of Wasco’s Municipal Code and to facilitate the 
entitlement process for two specific industrial uses within the industrial 
park that includes two ethanol plants. 

4. Provide an industrial park that will provide full-time jobs for the residents 
of Wasco. 

5. Provide an industrial park that will increase the tax base for the City of 
Wasco. 

6. Provide an integrated master-planned industrial park that includes 
circulation systems and utility services for future industrial uses.  

7. Integrate the project site with the surrounding development and circulation 
patterns by creating street and rail connections. 

8. Master plan utility service needs for proposed and future industrial 
operations” 

 
COMMENT D-9 Mitigation Measure Ag-1 incorporates the 1240 exchange program to use 

as a funding source for the city to develop agricultural conservation 
easements, but because it is a voluntary program, the City cannot require 
property owners to participate. The use of this exchange program would 
fund the preservation of agricultural lands in the vicinity of Wasco in 
perpetuity. The City of Wasco has not developed easements in the past.  
See also Response to D-1.  The City has also adopted Williamson Act 
Administration policies, included in Appendix B of the Final EIR. 

 
COMMENT D-10 As discussed on page IV-56 of the DEIR, “Only approximately seven 

percent or 600 acres of farmland within a 2-mile radius of the Industrial 
Park are not currently under a Williamson Act contract.” There are critical 
characteristics that must be present for heavy industrial, rail-served 
development to be considered feasible. The project objectives, as listed 
under Response to D-8, need to be substantially met as well to be 
considered suitable.  Any property within the project under Williamson 
Act Contract will have to go through the Williamson Act Cancellation 
process, which will include a public hearing to discuss the required 
findings the approving agency must approve. 
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The City Council must weigh all the policies of the General Plan in 
approving the project. 

COMMENT D-11 CARB/SJVAPCD are implementing an ozone reduction plan, which, 
among others, has grants available for phasing-out old trucks and 
replacing them with low-emission vehicles.  The measures presented in 
those plans are said to effectively reduce ozone and ROG concentrations 
in the Central Valley in the next 10-12 years. Any new industry will be 
required to comply with those measures. The SJVAPCD Rule 9510, the 
Indirect Source Rule will apply to all projects within the Industrial Park. 
This rule also requires construction exhaust emissions to be reduced by 
20% for NOX and 45 % for PM10 and operational emissions to be reduced 
by 33.3% for NOX and 50 % for PM10 when compared to the statewide 
fleet average.  As well, the Industrial Park would be required to obtain 
offsets for emissions summarized in Table AQ-8 of the DEIR at a ratio of 
at least 1.3 to 1 per SJVAPCD rules. Therefore, the emissions from 
individual Project-related stationary sources would be permitted 
individually with offsets consistent with SJVAPCD air quality plans 
which would fund air pollution reduction projects as requested in the 
suggested Emissions Reduction Program.  In addition to the project 
mitigation just listed, the City is encouraging, as discussed in the revised 
Chapter IV, P. Energy Efficiency, the use of solar energy and other LEED 
Certification Program design standards to reduce energy usage and lower 
emissions from the daily operation within the buildings and through 
alternative transportation and operating procedures to reduce overall 
emissions and energy usage within the Industrial Park.  Implementation of  
these emission and energy savings will achieve similar results as the 
Emissions Reduction Program suggested.  Based on our emissions 
calculations, there is still a need to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Consideration.  

 
As the 2007 Ozone Plan is implemented, over 50% of the Valley's 
population are expected to see attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard in 
2015, with over 90% reaching attainment in 2020. For PM 2.5, attainment 
of the federal standard is scheduled to be met latest 2015, as currently 
mandated by the federal Clean Air Act. Additional information about the 
Fast Track plain is available at http://www.valleyair.org. 
 

COMMENT D-12 The health impacts of any toxic air contaminants emitted will be addressed 
in the health risk assessment performed during the SJVAPCD air 
permitting process. All ambient air outside of the facility fenceline is 
subject to the same ambient air quality standards.  Those have been 
developed with sensitive populations taken into consideration.  Impact 
AQ-4 has been modified to include a screeing level Health Risk 
Assessment  for a 60 MGD Ethanol Plant.  The selected approach was to 
estimate the minimum separation distance between the important facility 
sources and human receptors that would ensure health risk impacts would 
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be below accepted significance thresholds. The specific thresholds used 
for this purpose are a maximum incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 
in one million or a chronic or acute non-cancer hazard index of 1.0.  In the 
simple and very conservative methods used for this screening HRA, each 
of these health risk indicators is proportional to predicted maximum 
concentrations of TACs as determined by dispersion modeling.  The 
foregoing analysis shows that a single 60 MGD ethanol plant could most 
likely be sited far enough from sensitive receptors to prevent significant 
health risk impacts. The farm labor camp to the west of the industrial park 
is located approximately 0.5 miles from any industrial park boundaries, 
1.0 mile from ethanol site 1 and 1.4 miles from ethanol site 2.  In addition, 
the housing nearest to the industrial park is located approximately 0.2 
miles from the western boundary of the industrial park, 1.1 miles from 
ethanol site 1 and 1.2 miles from ethanol site 2. Mitigation Meassure 
AQ-4 has been modified to read, “The primary emission sources for 
ethanol plants should be located at least 743 meters from any sensitive 
receptors.  Setback distances appropriate to other types of emissions 
sources need to be determined in the permitting process for individual 
facilities.”  Also see the response to COMMENTS R-8 and R-9.  

 
COMMENT D-13 The different control measures listed as applicable will likely vary for 

each construction project within the Industrial Park.  The amount of 
allowable air emissions for each construction project will be controlled 
through the SJVAPCD air permitting process.  Additional specificity has 
been added to Mitigation Measure AQ 1-b to describe the options 
available to reduce construction emissions.  A performance measure is 
included to achieve construction exhaust emission reductions of 20 
percent for NOx and 45 percent for PM10 as identified by SJVAPCD Rule 
9510, which the public can use to assess the effectiveness of the 
mitigation. 

 
COMMENT D-14 Construction of the ethanol plant would likely be on the order of 12-18 

months. The earth moving part of it (which generates the largest impact) 
should not take longer than a few months.   Construction of the rest of the 
park may take years. Once construction is completed these emissions stop.  
Typical construction emissions do not travel far from their source.  
Therefore, while multiple construction projects may occur simultaneously, 
their respective emissions might not impact the same area. 

 
The construction activities and the on-site mobile sources during 
construction will be mitigated by the requirements of the air permits 
obtained for each construction project and by the measures identified in 
the EIR, including: 
 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a. Implement the following control measures to 
reduce fugitive dust emissions.  
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a) All disturbed areas not being actively utilized for construction purposes, 
shall be effectively stabilized of to minimize dust emissions using water, 
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover 
or vegetative ground cover. 

b) All unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of against dust 
emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

 
• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, 

grading, cut & fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively 
controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of water or 
by presoaking. 

• If materials are transported offsite, all material shall be covered or 
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions. At least six inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained. 

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of 
mud or dirt from adjacent public streets, at a minimum, at the end of 
each workday. 

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials 
from, the surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively 
stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or 
chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more 
feet from the site and at the end of each workday. 

• Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, such as this Site, shall 
prevent carryout and trackout. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff 
to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

• Install windbreaks at windward side(s) of construction areas. 

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction 
activity to no more than 10 acres at any one time. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1-b. Implement control measures to reduce equipment 
exhaust emissions during construction. Potentially feasible control measures are 
listed below: 

 
• Use diesel-engine driven construction equipment equipped with one of 

the following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low NOX 
exhaust catalytic equipment or with engines certified by the SJVAPCD 
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to provide equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 2 engines as certified by 
CARB 

• Use fuel alternatives to diesel for the construction equipment (e.g., 
biodiesel) 

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minute maximum) 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the 
amount of equipment in use 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling activities to reduce 
short-term impacts) 

• Use on-road engines for off-road trucks 

• Minimize obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways 

During all grading and construction activities, at least 10 percent of the diesel 
engine-driven construction equipment on site shall be equipped with one of the 
following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low NOX exhaust catalytic 
equipment or with engines certified by the SJVAPCD to provide equivalent 
benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 2 engines as certified by CARB. All remaining diesel 
engine-driven construction equipment not equipped with such engines shall have 
diesel particulate filters and lean-NOX catalysts (or equivalent control devices) 
 
A performance measure is included In Mitigation Measure AQ-1-b to 
achieve construction exhaust emission reductions of 20 percent for NOx 
and 45 percent for PM10 as identified by SJVAPCD Rule 9510.  This can 
include emission offsets to fund pollution reduction programs, and the 
other reduction programs listed in the comment. 
 

COMMENT D-15 An on-the-ground habitat assessment was conducted by URS biologists 
Dina Robertson and Melissa Newman on August 28, 2006.  The study area 
was walked to determine if there was any evidence that the burrowing owl 
utilized the study area.  Biologists also looked for burrows large enough to 
be used by the owl.  No sign of the owl (pellets, whitewash or observed 
owls) or burrows large enough for the owl were found during that habitat 
assessment.  In addition, there are no known occurrences of this species 
within 5 miles of the study area.  It is highly unlikely that this species 
would occur in the study area.  Preconstruction surveys will be performed 
to take a final look before any construction would occur, and, if found, the 
mitigation measures included in the EIR would be implemented in 
coordination with CDFG.  Protocol level surveys are not required by 
CEQA to assess potential habitat for any species. Other species were 
evaluated and Impact Bio-1 of the EIR has been updated to state, 
“Common wildlife species such as coyote, ducks, skunk, and squirrels are 
likely to be directly impacted by the proposed project through removal of 
suitable foraging and breeding habitat in the Plan Area.  However, because 
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these species are common to the region and a substantial amount of 
additional habitat is present in the vicinity of the Plan Area, impacts to 
common species are less than significant.” 

 
COMMENT D-16 The kit fox is assumed to be present; therefore, no protocol level surveys 

are required. 
 
COMMENT D-17 The suitable habitat for this species is very limited in the study area, 

occurring at one spot in between actively cultivated parcels. The annual 
grassland at this location is heavily disturbed, and is often used as a 
vehicle and machinery staging area.  However, there is a possibility that 
the area could be used by the blunt nosed leopard lizard.  Preconstruction 
surveys for this species has been added to the EIR.   

 
COMMENT D-18 Cumulative impacts are not cumulatively considerable with the 

implementation of mitigation measures that include the purchase of 
mitigation credits or the purchase of land to fully offset the loss of kit fox 
foraging habitat.  Fully offsetting the projects impacts makes the projects 
impacts not cumulatively considerable.   

 
COMMENT D-19 See response to COMMENT D-18. 
 
COMMENT D-20 Compensation for loss of kit fox foraging habitat within the Industrial 

Park will be to preserve suitable kit fox foraging habitat at 1.1:1 ratio for 
the first 100 yards of the perimeter of orchards, 1.1:1 for annual and 
perennial row crops and fallow fields, and 3:1 for the annual grassland.   

 
This compensation can be accomplished through the purchase of 
mitigation credits at any approved USFS mitigation bank such as Kern 
Water Bank, or the Semitropic Reserve, or other future banks developed 
during the buildout of the industrial park, or suitable foraging habitat 
preserved by the city in perpetuity. Additional mitigation opportunities 
may be available through The Center for Natural Lands Management 
(CNLM).  The CNLM manages the Semitropic Ridge Preserve 
((http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html). The USFWS would prefer the 
purchase of a parcel (with subsequent easement) rather than having the 
project go through a conservation bank, because the project is so large that 
the available acreage at whichever conservation bank the project 
compensated at would be substantially reduced. Their kit fox recovery 
strategy is a metapopulation strategy that seeks to connect core and 
satellite population areas by preserving corridor.The lands adjacent to the 
wastewater treatment plant are no longer being considered for kit fox 
mitigation. 
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COMMENT D-21 No open space or buffer areas are proposed for this industrial project, and 
introducing sensitive species into an area proposed for high density 
industrial use would likely be unsuccessful.   

 
The following language will be included in the aesthetics section treatment 
of landscaping plants: 
 

• Landscaping shall emphasize drought tolerant, native plant species. 
• No plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the 

California Native Plant Society, the California Exotic Pest Plant 
Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the State of 
California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on 
the site. No plant species listed as ‘noxious weed’ by the State of 
California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be utilized within 
the property 

 
COMMENT D-22 The EIR has been updated to include a discussion of potential lighting 

impacts to wildlife as well as mitigation measures.   
 
 Impact BIO-1 has been modified as follows: 
 

Impact BIO-1: Special Status Species Habitat and Movement Corridors 

The proposed Industrial Park project has the potential to adversely impact special 
status species and interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species, 
but no potential to adversely affect federal or state protected wetlands. This 
conclusion is based upon a review of the existing conditions and the proposed 
land use changes and development activities within the Project Area relative to 
the thresholds of significance defined above.  

Potential impacts to sensitive species include loss of annual grassland foraging 
habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox, loss of annual grassland habitat for the giant 
kangaroo rat, the California horned lizard and sensitive plant species, as well as 
impacts to sensitive species and habitats resulting from project lighting.  Loss of 
habitat for special-status species may result from the construction of buildings, 
roads, and other infrastructure for the proposed project. Construction of the 
proposed project may also result in mortality to nesting migratory birds or 
nesting burrowing owls due to disturbance or destruction of nests associated with 
project construction. Movement of the San Joaquin kit fox could be impeded by 
the construction of the proposed project, and increases in traffic use could result 
in mortality to the kit fox.  
 
Common wildlife species such as coyote, ducks, skunk, and squirrels are likely to 
be directly impacted by the proposed project through removal of suitable 
foraging and breeding habitat in the Plan Area.  However, because these species 
are common to the region and a substantial amount of additional habitat is 
present in the vicinity of the Plan Area, impacts to common species are less than 
significant. 
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The only area with a potential impact to special status species is within the 10.7-
acre annual grasslands area located on Assessor’s Parcel No. 072-120-18-1, 
which is not part of the project specific area for Ethanol Site 1.  This area is 
somewhat disturbed with three radio antennas on site, surrounded by active 
agricultural lands.  There is a low to moderate potential of finding special status 
plants on site.  This area will likely not be developed due to the existing antennas 
on site and more sensitive vegetation type. 

Species within the project area are also likely to be impacted by lighting from the 
future development of the site. The behavior and physiology of many wildlife 
and plants species are affected by light intensity and glare. Light emitted from 
urban and industrial areas can obscure natural light conditions, and disorient 
movement or migratory patterns, alter competitive interactions, change predator-
prey relations, and influence physiology. The affect of “artificial sky glow” is 
most profound on birds, both resident and migratory species. Artificial sky glow 
is the unnatural brightening of the night sky through excessive and unnecessary 
light directed upwards.  
 
Lighting associated with industrial areas is used for parking, security, safety, 
aesthetics and operations. Implementation of the proposed project would include 
construction and use of lighting throughout the industrial park. The effect of 
lighting on wildlife is a significant impact. 

This project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  In addition, this project does not conflict with any adopted 
Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans because no 
regional plans for special status species have been established within the Plan 
Area. 

 
Mitigation Measure Bio 1-g has been added as follows: 

 
Mitigation Measure Bio 1-g: Potential impacts to wildlife and habitats as a 
result of project lighting shall be mitigated with the following measures: 

• The lighting system will be designed and installed to meet OSHA 
minimum standards while keeping light emissions to a minimum. 
Lighting fixtures will be placed to offer maximum illumination of 
operating work areas in compliance with OSHA standards while 
minimizing offsite illumination.   

• Exterior lighting on structures will be shielded to direct light downward.  
This will reduce the potential for birds to collide with structures. 

• The lighting of project facilities will be designed, installed, and 
maintained to prevent side casting of light towards adjoining agricultural 
lands 

 
COMMENT D-23 Cilion is planning to construct a 55 mmgpy plant at a site adjacent to 

Western Milling at Famosa.  The project has been proposed for over a year 
and Kern County filed a notice of preparation of an EIR on August 7, 
2007.   We are unaware of a current, active project in Delano.   A project 
was announced in on the Kern County Economic Development Website in 
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Mid 2006, but no regulatory approvals have been sought to this point 
indicating that the project is likely not proceeding. 

 
With respect to concerns over excess cattle feed resulting from the 
production of three ethanol plants in the area, the following information 
outlines how the wet distillers grain will be used: 

The total number of cattle within a 100-mile radius of Wasco, CA was 
approximately 1,636,000 head in 2005 including 727,000 milk cows.  
Kern County alone has nearly 600,000 head of cattle. Tulare County, just 
north of Wasco has the highest concentration of milk cows in the country 
with 443,000 milk cows in the county.   

     Table 1 – Number of Cattle and Milk Cows by County 
 

County Cattle All Beef Cows Milk Cows 
Kern 300,000 34,000  121,000 
Kings 282,000 5,000  163,000 
San Luis Obispo 80,000 35,000  
Santa Barbara 45,000 20,000  
Tulare 919,000 29,000  443,000 
Ventura 10,000 4,000   
Total 1,636,000 127,000  727,000 

Source: USDA NASS 2005 data 
 
Approximately 18 pounds of dried distillers grains (at 10% moisture) or 
46.3 pounds of wet distillers grains (at 65% moisture) are produced from 
each bushel of grain processed.  A 60 mmgpy ethanol plant will produce 
about 520,000 tons of wet distillers grains each year.  The three plants 
cited in the letter would produce approximately 1,560,000 tons of wet 
distillers grains each year.   Thus, each head of cattle in the 6-county 
market would be allocated 5.2 pounds on a wet basis or 1.8 pounds per 
day on a dry weight basis.  Cattle in the Central Valley are currently fed 
dried distillers grains originated from plants in the Midwest.  The wet 
distillers grains produced in California would directly substitute for the 
current feeding ration, displacing the dry product from Midwest Plants on 
a dry weight basis.  Based on this analysis, there is an available market in 
the six county region described above for the cumulative distillers grains 
produced in the region to be used as cattle feed. 

With respect to water quality, full mitigation for two potential hydrologic 
impacts is provided in the EIR in Section IV-H such that such that these 
impacts after mitigation will have no impact and therefore not contribute 
to cumulative impacts.  Therefore, because there are no hydrologic 
impacts from the project that could contribute to cumulative impacts, the 
project’s impacts to hydrology are not cumulatively considerable.   
Overall, cumulative impacts related to air quality, water quality, 
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groundwater depletion and degradation, farmland loss, traffic, and other 
issues that could be significant have been reevaluated in the Final EIR and 
each analysis takes future development in the area, including any proposed 
ethanol plants, into account. 

COMMENT D-24 The loss of food production from agricultural lands due to corn being used 
for ethanol is a speculative impact from the project that will not alter 
conditions in the affected area of the project since the great majority of the 
corn is coming from the Midwest and is therefore not analyzed as a part of 
this EIR. There are numerous issues that affect feeding a world 
population, including politics, wars, the economy, and transportation 
logistics. To isolate the loss of food production for the acreage being used 
for corn to supply these two ethanol plants without addressing these other 
issues is not feasible or reasonable.  Additional unknown factors that 
would also make any analysis speculative include; what types of crops can 
grow on the land producing the corn, environmental/climate conditions, 
political (land fallowing for price control), economic factors, or what 
actual lands are producing the corn.  

The plant can use corn as well as milo (also called grain sorghum).  Corn 
or grain sorghum will be originated from major producing areas in the US, 
such as the Midwest states of Nebraska and Iowa.  This project 
contemplates the possibility of using up to 20% of its feedstock from local 
producers, should those markets develop in the future.  At this time, 
production of feed stocks in California is insufficient to meet the needs of 
the plant.  One advantage of a destination ethanol plant is that it can 
source its grain from areas of the country which have surplus grain, and 
hence, lower prices.  Another advantage is that variations in local growing 
conditions such as drought (most corn is not irrigated) that could cause 
supply problems can be mitigated by sourcing corn from other areas. 

COMMENT D-25 An industry-standard-setting total lifecycle model has been developed that 
allows researchers to evaluate various vehicle and fuel combinations with 
a consistent methodology. The Greenhouse gases, Regulated Emissions 
and Energy use in Transportation (GREET) model was developed by Dr. 
Michael Wang, Argonne National Laboratory’s Center for Transportation 
Research, with support from the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) 
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE).  

 
The peer-reviewed model has laid to rest some long-held misunderstand-
ings about ethanol and its important role in reducing petroleum use and 
greenhouse gas emissions. In terms of key energy and environmental 
benefits, Argonne’s GREET shows that cornstarch ethanol clearly 
outpaces petroleum-based fuels, and that tomorrow’s cellulose-based 
ethanol would do even better.  
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According to GREET’s calculations, the fossil energy input per unit of 
ethanol is lower—0.78 million British thermal units (Btu) of fossil energy 
consumed for each 1 million Btu of ethanol delivered—compared to 1.23 
million Btu of fossil energy consumed for each 1 million Btu of gasoline 
delivered. 

 
Some confusion arises because a portion of the total (not fossil or 
petroleum) energy input in the ethanol cycle is the “free” solar energy that 
ends up in the corn. Since the solar energy is free, renewable, and 
environmentally benign, it should not be taken into account in the energy 
balance calculations. 

 
While the total (includes solar) energy needed to produce a unit of ethanol 
is more than the total energy needed to produce a unit of gasoline, ethanol 
is superior when calculating either (1) the amount of fossil energy needed 
or (2) the amount of petroleum energy needed.   

 
It should be noted that thermodynamic laws dictate that energy losses 
occur when energy is transformed from one form to another (e.g., 
chemical to mechanical in a car, or chemical to mechanical to electrical as 
in electricity generation).  For example, changing the energy contained in 
natural gas to electrical energy results in losses of over 60% - that is 1.6 
million Btu of fossil energy consumed for each 1 million Btu of electricity 
generated.  Thus, all fuels or refined energy take more total energy to 
create that they contain.  

 
The table below shows the results of numerous studies of the energy 
contained in ethanol versus the fossil energy required to make the ethanol.  
As shown, the majority of studies, the more recent studies, and all of the 
recent studies not completed by Pimental and/or Patzek show a positive 
energy balance. 
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The question regarding the need for these ethanol plants is a social or 
economic issue, or issue of national policy, therefore it is not to be 
considered as an impact of this project under CEQA (CEQA Guideline 
15131(a)).  In the event that a lack of need for these plants would result in 
the abandonment of the proposed ethanol facilities, creating the physical 
impact of blight, additional economic analysis has been conducted to 
explain the marked demand for ethanol.  See the response to COMMENT 
D-27. 
 

COMMENT D-26 The corn for the ethanol plants will come mostly from the mid-western 
United States.  Potential hydrologic impacts of growing the corn, 
therefore, are in areas that are outside the area of study for cumulative 
impacts in the EIR related to water usage. It is speculative and 
unreasonable to analyze impacts on water availability in the Midwest from 
the corn used by the two proposed ethanol plants.  The City cannot know, 
for example, if increased corn production would replace higher or lower 
water consuming crops, or reasonably know what area or region the corn 
is coming from as it is generally supplied from various regional suppliers 
located along the rail lines.  These factors have a variability well beyond 
any reasonable calculation of water use from additional corn production.  
As well, corn produced locally, and elsewhere, is grown as an allowable 
use on that land, at the free will of the farmer, and sold on the open 
market.  The impact of growing the corn cannot be directly or indirectly 
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attributable to either proposed ethanol plant in Wasco.  This would be 
analogous to stating that the construction of these plants will need to 
address the impacts associated with the production of steel to be used for 
building each plant. 

COMMENT D-27 A phase out of ethanol in the foreseeable future is unlikely due to the fact 
it is the only cost-effective, EPA-approved oxygenate for transportation 
fuel.  For example, at current prices of $1.60 a gallon, a barrel of ethanol 
costs $67 a barrel – less than the price of crude oil which must be further 
processed before use.  (This $67 a barrel price does not account for the 
additional $21 per barrel blending credit that is allocated to refinery 
blending terminals as an excise tax credit, indicating an apparent cost of 
$46 per barrel to the refinery.)  Additionally, the California Air Resources 
board recently approved changes to the formula for California gasoline to 
allow blends containing up to 10% ethanol, in support of initiatives to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation fuels.  Current use is 
5.7% of the gasoline supply in California, or a total current California 
ethanol market of 900 million gallons per year.  If all California gasoline 
were blended at the 10% level, an ethanol market of 1.5 billion gallons is 
projected beyond 2010.  In addition, at the national level, the aggressive 
renewable fuel standards proposed by President Bush call for 35 billion 
gallons of production by 2017.   

Ethanol use in gasoline as a blending component began in the US in 1979, 
and has been blended at up to 10% in gasoline since that time.  According 
to Engine Manufacturers Association (representing all engine 
manufactures) and Briggs and Stratton Corporation (the largest small 
engine manufacturer in the world) the use of 10 % ethanol blend is 
approved for use in their engines.  There is no need to retrofit engines to 
use ethanol at levels below 10%.   

In addition, many models of cars produced today are capable of running 
on gasoline blends up to 85% and are called flex-fuel vehicles.  Several 
American automakers have committed to producing half of their fleet as 
flex fuel vehicles by 2012.  The retrofitting of a non-flex fuel vehicle to 
operate as a flex fuel vehicle is not recommended or required.   

COMMENT D-28 No new power plants are part of this project or have been identified as 
needed by any energy supplier.  Any new power projects that may occur 
after this project must undergo their own CEQA review.  In addition, the 
City of Wasco received a letter from Southern California Gas Company on 
August 11, 2007 confirming the presence of facilities in the project area 
from which service can be provided. In 2006, 294,865 GWh were 
produced in California (www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/gross system 
power).  Additional power needs in the Central Valley are estimated at 1.6 
percent annually with new power plants approved (Panoche Energy 
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Center) and planned to meet this demand, which is mainly to handle peak 
demands on hot summer days when air conditioner use increases.  The 
projected growth from this and other area projects falls within the growth 
anticipated for calculating energy needs in the Central Valley 
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-200-2007-015/CEC-
200-2007-015-SF2.PDF). 

 
COMMENT D-29 Additional policies have been added to the project to encourage energy 

efficiency in the building and design of facilities within the Industrial 
Park.  See Chapter IV, P. Energy Efficiency. 

COMMENT D-30 Photovoltaic panels traditionally are installed onto the roofs of structures 
to support and protect the thin photovoltaic panels.  There exists the 
potential to incorporate a number of these photovoltaic panels on the 
proposed buildings to help offset the electrical use of those buildings.  
There are changes to the California Building Codes under Title 24 being 
considered that would require the use of solar power as part of the 
Greenhouse Gas Reductions required under AB32.  All construction 
contemplated under the EIR would be required to comply with California 
Building Codes.  

In addition, the plant will operate 24 hours per day and its electricity load 
will continue during nighttime hours, when solar power would not be 
generated.  Thus the use of solar power to supplant process power needs is 
not viable.  As the same infrastructure would be needed with or without 
solar due to diurnal solar energy production variations, there is a capital 
disadvantage to using solar energy at this location.   

Finally, as the site development characteristics of solar power generation 
and ethanol manufacture are different, there is likely a better location for 
large-scale solar power generation facility that is constructed, operated and 
maintained by a company whose business is solar power generation at a 
site specifically identified for solar power generation. 
 
All facilities within the project will be required to assess the inclusion of 
solar energy.  The City of Wasco will encourage this through application 
assistance for tax credits and the limitation of zone restrictions in the 
application of solar panels to buildings. 

 
COMMENT D-31 The ethanol plant will help combat global warming by utilizing the 

complete carbon cycle.  The CO2 released from ethanol combustion is 
produced from carbon that was removed from the atmosphere while the 
corn plant was growing.  Conversely, the CO2 released from gasoline 
combustion is a one-time release.  The increased use of ethanol in motor 
fuels will reduce the amount of gasoline used, thus reducing this one-time 
release.   
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The indirect production of CO2 from the source of the electricity used by 
the facility is indeterminate.  California utilities use a mix of generation 
technologies including fossil fuel, wind, solar, hydro and others.  No new 
power plants are part of this project.  Any new power projects that may 
occur after this project must undergo their own CEQA review.  Also see 
response to Comment D-29 on additional energy production. Steel 
recycling is no longer part of this project.  No application was filed after 
release of the revised NOP so the City removed it from the project 
description.  CO2 emissions from vehicles and trains are included in the 
analysis of emissions from the project, see Chapter IV, F. Air Quality.  
See also Chapter IV, P. Energy Efficiency describing the project goals for 
reducing energy usage that results in CO2 emissions. 
 
Additional discussion of global climate change has been added to the Air 
Quality section of the Final EIR. 

 
COMMENT D-32 The water demand for each ethanol plant is estimated at 710 acre-feet per 

year, as stated in the DEIR.  The 1,136 acre-feet per year figure was a 
mistaken holdover from an earlier plan for a larger ethanol plant that 
would produce 100 million gallons of ethanol per year.  The estimate of 
710 acre-feet per year of water for an ethanol plant that generates 63 
million gallons of ethanol per year is equivalent to 3.6 gallons of water per 
gallon of ethanol.  One of the ethanol plant proponents reported that the 
water demand at another of its San Joaquin Valley ethanol plants, which is 
of similar design to the planned ethanol plants, is less than 3 gallons of 
water per gallon of ethanol.  Thus, the water-demand estimate used for the 
ethanol plants in the DEIR appears to be appropriately conservative. 

The water use presented in the EIR is calculated based on an overall water 
balance for the process.  The analysis was performed by URS water 
services and is thought to be conservatively high (i.e., +20-30%) 
contingent on results of detailed engineering, which will account for 
design heating and cooling loads, water quality data, and discharge 
limitations.   

The process design firm designing the Rose City Renewables plant is 
Delta-T, who pioneered the low water use process.  The modern ethanol 
plant is designed with no process water discharge and discharges consist 
only of cooling tower and boiler blow downs.  In addition, there are 
evaporative losses.  Finally, some water leaves the plant in the wet 
distillers grain product which is 65% moisture by weight.  From a plant 
boundary perspective, of the water coming into the process, about 32.8% 
leaves as non-contact, high suspended solids wastewater, 42.9% 
evaporates, and 24.3% leaves in the wet distillers grains.  
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COMMENT D-33 The reason that existing surface water usage was not subtracted off the 
total existing water usage is that, if the project is built, the surface water 
that was previously used in the project area will be used by other farmers 
within the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District (SWID), thus relieving the 
SWID groundwater demand on a gallon-for-gallon basis.  This was not a 
mistake, but rather a conscious decision based on the facts that surface 
water is the generally preferred source of agricultural water and there is 
not enough surface water to supply all of the crop demands in the SWID.  
Thus, surface water freed up by development of the project will assuredly 
be used by someone else within the SWID in lieu of using groundwater 
except in very wet years, which was already accounted for by the “wet 
year” reduction discussed in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. 
 

COMMENT D-34 Mitigation Measure Hydro-2 has been modified as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: Depletion of Groundwater Supply 

In recognition of declining groundwater levels in the project area, mitigation will 
be provided for net water demand (i.e., water usage minus subsequent wastewater 
recharge to groundwater) that exceeds 90-percent of the existing (pre-project) net 
water demand for the properties that have been developed for industrial uses.  
Thus, each of the ethanol plants will provide mitigation for an estimated 185 
acre-feet per year of water (i.e., 0.99 x 710 acre-feet minus 0.9 x 576 acre-feet).  
The actual amount of mitigation will depend on the actual annual amount of net 
water use within the Industrial Parkat each facility.  Such mitigation may shall 
consist of fallowing additional cropland within the overall Industrial Park project 
area (in the short term until the entire Industrial Park is developed for industrial 
uses), or enhancing groundwater recharge within the Industrial Park (e.g., using 
stormwater collection basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with Policy 2 of 
the Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan.  The 
recharged water will consist of surface water purchased from Shafter-Wasco 
Irrigation District or North Kern Water Storage District.  Such mitigation may 
cease in the future if additional land within the Industrial Park is converted to 
industry that requires relatively low net water demand, such that the combined 
net groundwater demand for the ethanol plant(s) and the other industries is no 
more than 90-percent of the pre-project new net water demand. 

At full buildout, The the overall Industrial Park will provide mitigation if the net 
water demand exceeds 4,380 acre-feet per year (i.e., 90-percent of 4,870 acre-feet 
per year).  The result of this mitigation will be to have net water usage in the 
Industrial Park less than 90 percent of current usage levels. Such mitigation may 
consist of enhancing groundwater recharge (e.g., using stormwater collection 
basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with Policy 2 of the Conservation and 
Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan. 

To facilitate this mitigation, water usage must be metered for all new 
development within the Industrial Park and project specific areas.  The City shall 
produce an annual report by February 28 of each year, summarizing the metered 
water use and wastewater discharge for the project area for the previous calendar 
year; if the metered water use minus the wastewater discharge for the previous 
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calendar year exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project net water demand, then 
mitigation shall be provided for the excess amount prior to February 28 of the 
second year following the previous calendar year; the mitigation method and 
quantity shall be reported in the next annual report, and summarizing expanded 
groundwater recharge activities, if necessary.  

New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at least 2,500 
feet from the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall provide notice of 
municipal supply well construction to property owners outside the City Limits, 
but within one mile of the new well, at least 3 months in advance.  The notice 
shall provide at least 30 days within which the property owner can notify the City 
of a pre-existing well within one mile of the new well that may be impacted by 
the new well.  Upon such notification, the City shall assess the water production 
rate of the pre-existing well prior to operation of the new well and again after the 
new well has been placed into full-time operation.  If the water production rate of 
the pre-existing well is reduced, or costs are increased, by operation of the new 
well such that the pre-existing well will no longer provide sufficient water for 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted, then the 
City shall make the owner of the pre-existing well whole. 
 

COMMENT D-35 A new paragraph has been added to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2, as 
shown in the response to COMMENT D-33, as follows:   

 
New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at least 2,500 
feet from the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall provide notice of 
municipal supply well construction to property owners outside the City Limits, 
but within one mile of the new well, at least 3 months in advance.  The notice 
shall provide at least 30 days within which the property owner can notify the City 
of a pre-existing well within one mile of the new well that may be impacted by 
the new well.  Upon such notification, the City shall assess the water production 
rate of the pre-existing well prior to operation of the new well and again after the 
new well has been placed into full-time operation.  If the water production rate of 
the pre-existing well is reduced, or costs are increased, by operation of the new 
well such that the pre-existing well will no longer provide sufficient water for 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted, then the 
City shall make the owner of the pre-existing well whole.”   
 
This paragraph will provide mitigation for pre-existing wells that are 
within one mile of new wells.  Based on our professional judgment, it is 
very unlikely that pre-existing wells that are more than one mile from a 
new well in the Wasco area would experience significant water production 
decreases due to operation of the new well. 

 
COMMENT D-36 As with many municipal water providers, groundwater pumped from 

individual wells in Wasco has occasionally had chemical concentrations 
that exceeded water quality standards.  On those occasions, appropriate 
actions were presumably taken by the City to eliminate pumping from the 
well, or provide treatment of the water, until the chemical concentrations 
returned to acceptable levels, as required by the federal Safe Drinking 
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Water Act and by Title 22, California Code of Regulations, which is 
implemented by the Department of Health Services (DHS).  The City will 
use the same approach for new wells that provide water to the project area.  
The DHS will not allow the City to provide unacceptable water to the 
project area in the municipal water supply system. 

 
COMMENT D-37 Fair share costs for transport improvements are found on page IV-210 of 

the Draft EIR.  Page IV-223 of the Draft EIR addresses the wastewater 
upgrade needs as does the City of Waco Wastewater Master Plan (April, 
2007) which includes a discussion of Fair-share costs for users of the 
facilities and costs to be borne by the developer.  The same analysis is 
found in the City’s Water Master Plan dated April, 2007. 

 
COMMENT D-38 Page II-10 of Chapter II, Project Description, of the EIR has been 

modified to include the following text: 
 
 The circulation system for the Industrial Park will be designed to include 

convenient and attractive facilities for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit, such as 
bike lanes and bus turnouts, to promote alternative forms of transportation and 
mobility. 

 
 As far as emissions, it would be too speculative to quantify any emissions 

reductions from these measures to demonstrate mitigation of air pollution.  
It cannot be reasonably estimated the number of employees that would use 
public transportation, where they would live, and distance of their 
commute, all factors affecting any emission calculation. 
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COMMENT E-1 The City of Wasco understands the City of Bakersfield’s position on 
water used within the North Kern Water Storage District and that the 
water within North Kern may only be used for irrigation of farmlands.  
Please see the response to COMMENT J-1. 

 
COMMENT E-2 The City of Wasco will set conditions on the project acreage that lies 

within North Kern to read: 
  
 “Prior to issuance of any grading plans, building permits, site plan 

approval, and tract recordation, within the area that overlies North 
Kern, the applicant shall submit written documentation to the City of 
Wasco that the City of Bakersfield is satisfied that the water supply 
issues have been resolved.” 
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COMMENT F-1 Section IV-N-7.3 of the Traffic Impact Study document has been revised 
to include the following text: 

 
In addition, since SR 46 is designed as a high-speed expressway, in an effort to 
maintain integrity of this facility, no driveway access to SR 46 will be allowed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park. Access will be allowed only at street 
intersections.   

COMMENT F-2 “Future” in Table IV-N-10.1 has been revised to read “Future with 
Annexation”.  Under Future without Annexation, the mitigation measures 
are projected to be required due to the regional growth and not due to any 
specific projects. As a result, fair share contributions for Future without 
Annexation Condition are not calculated or provided. 

 
COMMENT F-3 Table IV-N-10.2 has been revised for consistency purposes to read “Near 

Term” and “Future Annexation” in place of “Project Only” and 
“Additional Annexation Only.” 

 
COMMENT F-4 Table IV-N-10.1, summarizes the required additional lanes/traffic control 

in addition to the assumptions listed under Section IV-N-8.3 of the Traffic 
Impact Study document for the project.  Table IV-N-10.1 has been revised 
to identify the mitigation measures required under Future without 
Annexation and Future with Annexation Conditions.  Figure IV-N-19 has 
also been updated to match the lane geometries (See Chapter II, Errata 
Pages, for revisions).   

 
COMMENT F-5 No mitigation measures are required at the SR99/Kimberlina Road 

interchange and the traffic impact study has been revised to reflect this. 
The DEIR already includes impacts and mitigation measures for the 
SR99/SR 46 interchange on page IV-214.  The traffic impact study has 
also been modified to include the following text: 

 
It should be noted the annexation project does not result in significant impacts at 
the study intersections located at SR 46/SR 99 and SR 99/Kimberlina Road 
interchanges. 
 

COMMENT F-6 The traffic impact study uses LOS C as an acceptable threshold for the 
segment of SR 46 between SR 43 and SR 99.  The text in the traffic 
impact study has been revised as follows: 

 
The Kern County General Plan strives to maintain LOS "D".  Caltrans target 
level of service is “C” on state facilities, however the Concept Report for SR 43 
adopted LOS “D” for state facilities within City of Wasco limits due to urban 
settings.  As a result, LOS D is applied as an acceptable standard for study 
intersections and roadway segments with the exception of SR 46 between SR 43 
and SR 99 interchange.  The acceptable standard for this segment of SR 46 is 
LOS C.  
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COMMENT F-7 The intersections with peak hour left-turns projected to exceed 300 
vehicles per hour were evaluated for dual left-turn lanes, however 
considerations such as existing right-of-way and other factors were taken 
into account.  In addition please note that Kimberlina Road between Root 
Avenue and SR 99 is a two-lane roadway and four-lane roadway between 
Root Avenue and SR 43.  As a result, on the eastbound approach at the 
intersection of Kimberlina Road/Root Avenue, one of the through lanes on 
Kimberlina Road is proposed to be dropped as an exclusive left-turn lane. 

COMMENT F-8 The projected additional traffic on the left-turn movements at SR 
99/Kimberlina Road interchange is very minimal and the projected left-
turns are the result of regional growth. As a result, dual left-turn lanes are 
not identified as a reasonable mitigation as part of this project. Dual left-
turn lanes are not recommended at he intersection since the projected 
maximum delay for the left truns with the assumed lane geometries is 
approximately 40.1 seconds per vehicle (LOS D). 

COMMENT F-9 The proposed project is projected to add approximately 28 vehicular trips 
(7 percent) during the a.m. peak hour and 9 vehicular trips (1 percent) 
during the p.m. peak hour on Famosa Road.  The projected additional trips 
from the proposed project will be added on the right-turn movement.  The 
traffic study identifies a mitigation measure (addition of exclusive 
additional left-turn lane on westbound approach) at the intersection. With 
the mitigation measure identified, the intersection is projected to operate at 
LOS C (average delay less than 35.0 seconds/vehicle).  Projected heavy 
volumes at the intersection are the result of regional growth and not due to 
the proposed project.   

COMMENT F-10 See Response to comment F-9. 

COMMENT F-11 Efforts have been taken to provide lane geometries within the constraints 
at the study intersections to minimize the queue length at the intersection.  
However, due to the limitations within City of Wasco Central Business 
District, it is not feasible to reduce the queues that are documented with 
the report. 

COMMENT F-12 The City of Wasco will evaluate and consider this recommendation to 
allow greater distance between the intersections. 

COMMENT F-13 The City of Wasco acknowledges the need to obtain an encroachment 
permit for all proposed activities for placement of encroachments within, 
under, or over the State highway rights-of-way as well as all necessary 
engineering documentation, approvals, and signatures.  Activity and work 
planned in the State right-of-way will be performed to State standards and 
specifications at no cost to the State.   
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COMMENT G-1 Please see the response to COMMENT D-1. 
 
COMMENT G-2 The construction activities and the on-site mobile sources during 

construction will be mitigated by the measures identified in the Draft EIR, 
including Mitigation Measures AQ-1-a, AQ-1-b, AQ-2-a, AQ-2-b, AQ-2-
c, and AQ-2-d.  Regarding truck traffic hours, it is, at this point, 
unwarranted to assume that the majority of the ethanol will be transported 
during daytime hours.  The facility will produce ethanol 24/7, and trucks 
likely will be able to load 24/7 as well.  There are also technical solutions 
on the market to allow ethanol loading 24/7.   Loading and unloading of 
the WDG-trucks is likely to occur during a window of 12+ daytime hours, 
since most dairies accepting the WDG are only equipped to receive WDG 
during daylight conditions.   

 
Regarding truck traffic emissions, the CARB/SJVAPCD are implementing 
an ozone reduction plan, which, among others, has grants available for 
phasing-out old trucks and replacing them with low-emission vehicles.  
The measures presented in those plans are said to effectively reduce ozone 
and ROG concentrations in the Central Valley in the next 10-12 years. 
Any new industry will be required to comply with those measures. 

 
COMMENT G-3 At this time, there are no trucks available that use E85 as a fuel. Biodiesel 

is becoming more available and could be considered as an alternative fuel 
for construction vehicles and trucks. 

 
Natural gas boilers are chosen because the ethanol production is needed 
for automotive fuel production. Natural gas is not deemed a viable 
automotive fuel alternative. Hence natural gas will be the fuel of choice 
for the steam boilers.  

 
In addition, the following mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR 
encourage low-emission or alternatively-fueled vehicles and equipment: 

 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-a.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest emission 
standards including those equipped with after-treatment devices to reduce NOX.  
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-b.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest emission 
standards including those equipped with after-treatment devices to reduce PM10 
and ROG. 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-c.  Purchase low-emission, alternatively-fueled or 
electrically-driven, maintenance vehicles and equipment 

 
COMMENT G-4 Construction emission abatement will comply with all rules and 

regulations of the SJVAPCD. Mitigation measures AQ-1.a and AQ-1.b of 
the Draft EIR will be implemented.  Without greater detail as to how strict 
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the mitigations should be and reasons for needing stricter mitigations, it is 
not possible to offer an additional response. 

 
COMMENT G-5 All ambient air outside of the facility fenceline is subject to the same 

ambient air quality standards.  Those have been developed with sensitive 
and other proximate populations taken into consideration. Teresa Burke 
Elementary School, one mile from the project, was added to Table AQ-13.  
The following information has also been added to Impact AQ-5: 

 
 “The nearest other receptors, residences, are 1.1 miles from ethanol site 1 

and 1.2 miles from ethanol site 2 and the farm labor camp to the west of 
the industrial park is located approximately 1.0 mile from ethanol site 1 
and 1.4 miles from ethanol site 2.“  

 
 This additional information has not changed the significance 

determination. 
 
COMMENT G-6 NOx emissions from the stationary sources at the project will be subject to 

SJVAPCD rules and regulations including offsets if applicable because 
NOX is a precursor to ozone, a non-attainment pollutant.  H2S, SO2 and 
CO are subject to analysis showing that those emissions will not affect 
their attainment status.  See the response to COMMENTS R-8 and R-9 for 
a discussion of the Health Risk Assessment. 

 
COMMENT G-7 It is misleading to imply that because a source emits less than the EPA 

PSD trigger level of 250 tons per year it is exempt from air regulation.  
The SJVAPCD rules and regulations apply to all sources of pollution and 
will impose BACT on all sources that have the potential to emit 2 or more 
pounds per day of pollutants.  See the response to COMMENT K-13 
regarding cumulative air quality impact analysis. 

 
COMMENT G-8 The odor analysis is not based on not receiving complaints from Goshen 

residents on the ethanol plant located there, but was additional analysis. 
Potential receptors and distance from potential odor sources were 
identified measured (See Table AQ-13). No receptors were identified 
outside the Industrial Park below the threshold for having high enough 
concentrations to create a significant odor impact. Hydrogen sulfide is one 
of the chemicals identified and evaluated for potential odor problems (see 
Impact AQ-5 discussion).  Mitigation Measure AQ-4 has been added to 
the EIR to mitigate any potential health risk from plant emissions:  

  
 “Mitigation Measure AQ-4: The primary emission sources for 

ethanol plants should be located at least 743 meters from any 
sensitive receptors.  Setback distances appropriate to other types of 
emissions sources need to be determined in the permitting process 
for individual facilities.” 
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The referenced articles deal with ethanol plants in the Mid West. Those 
plants were built with different technology and utilize a different 
production process, involving drying of distillers grain in kilns or ovens to 
produce DDG. This energy-inefficient process is necessary given the 
distance from those plants to animal facilities, which is not the case for the 
proposed project. It is a well-known fact that most of the odors at those 
plants are due to the drying of distillers grain. The proposed facilities in 
Wasco will not have a DDG dryer but will dewater the distillers grain 
mechanically (belt press or centrifuge), which eliminates a large part of 
the energy consumption and reduces the majority of possible odors. 

 
COMMENT G-9 It is too speculative to analyze the potential end use of the ethanol 

produced in the plants and determine this plant’s contribution to the ozone 
from the use of 10 percent ethanol offset by this plant’s contribution to 
reducing ozone from its use in E85.  The pros and cons of using ethanol is 
a social and policy issue that is not considered to be an impact under 
CEQA (15131(a)). 

 
COMMENT G-10 Please see the responses to COMMENTS D-15 through D-21. 
 
COMMENT G-11 Aesthetics issues related to the lighting of the industrial park and night 

time sky mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR on pages IV-7 
and IV-8. 

 
COMMENT G-12 Please see the response to COMMENT D-23. 
 
COMMENT G-13 Please see the response to COMMENT D-24. 
 
COMMENT G-14 Because the ultimate water use of the Industrial Park will be at 90 percent 

of the existing water use, there is no indirect impact to farmland loss due 
to water usage within the Industrial Park.  The City of Wasco currently 
owns the lands needed for expansion of the wastewater treatment facility 
and it is not in agricultural production, therefore, it will have no indirect 
impact.  The expansion of the wastewater treatment plant will require 
additional agricultural land for the discharge of the treated effluent, 
thereby preserving agricultural land. Please also see the response to 
COMMENT D-1 regarding agricultural preservation. 

 
COMMENT G-15 Please see the response to COMMENT D-25. 
 
COMMENT G-16 Please see the response to COMMENT D-27. 
 
COMMENT G-17 Please see the response to COMMENT D-26. 
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COMMENT G-18 No new power plants are part of this project or are necessary to supply 
power to the Industrial Park.  Any new power projects that may occur after 
this project must undergo their own CEQA review.  In addition, the City 
of Wasco received a letter from Southern California Gas Company on 
August 11, 2007 confirming the presence of facilities in the project area 
from which service can be provided. 

 
COMMENT G-19 Please see the response to COMMENT G-3 and COMMENT D-30. 
 
COMMENT G-20 Please see the response to COMMENT D-31. 
 
COMMENT G-21 Please see the response to COMMENT D-32. 
 
COMMENT G-22 Please see the response to COMMENT D-37. 
 
COMMENT G-23 Please see the response to COMMENT D-38. 
 
COMMENT G-24 This is the commenter’s opinion.  We respectfully disagree.  Local air 

quality consultation is common for these types of projects. 
 
COMMENT G-25 Cumulative impacts to all environmental issues identified in the CEQA 

Guidelines have been evaluated in the Draft EIR.  Analysis of cumulative 
impacts to traffic is also discussed in the traffic study included in 
Appendix I of the Draft EIR. 

 
COMMENT G-26 The implementation of BACT will be required. BACT is implemented 

consistent with permit decisions and control technology requirements 
made for similar plant designs anywhere in the country.  Cost 
effectiveness is allowed by SJVAPCD rules and regulations as one of the 
criteria used in making BACT determinations.   
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COMMENT H-1 The ethanol plant will help combat global warming by utilizing the 
complete carbon cycle.  The CO2 released from ethanol combustion is 
produced from carbon that was removed from the atmosphere while the 
corn plant was growing.  Conversely, the CO2 released from gasoline 
combustion is a one-time release.  The increased use of ethanol in motor 
fuels will reduce the amount of gasoline used, thus reducing this one-time 
release. This reduction on CO2 emissions will offset the CO2 emissions 
associated with the ethanol production (Farrell, Alexander E. et. al. “A 
Low-Carbon Fuel Standard for California. Part 1: Technical Analysis.”  
U.C. Berkeley. May 29, 2007. www.its.berkeley.edu/sustainabilitycenter 
and P.J. Crutzen, et. al. “N2O release from agro-biofuel production negates 
global warming reduction by replacing fossil fuels.” Atmos. Chem. Phys. 
Discuss., 7, 11191-11205, 2007).   

 
COMMENT H-2 The EIR addresses the potential cumulative impacts from the proposed 

project plus the proposed ethanol plants in Famosa and Hanford.  We are 
unaware of a current, active project in Delano.  Please see the response to 
COMMENT D-23 and Chapter V Cumulative Impacts.  The City of 
Wasco is the CEQA Lead Agency for this project.  It would be 
unreasonable to request that the City of Wasco adhere to a moratorium in  
Kern County, if one existed. 

 
COMMENT H-3 Please see the response to COMMENT D-27. 
 
COMMENT H-4 As stated in CEQA Guideline 15126.2: 
 

An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of 
the proposed project.  In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the 
environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to 
changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area, as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published…or at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced. 

 
COMMENT H-5 Dark sky measures, included in Mitigation Measure AES-2 on page IV-8 

of the Draft EIR, will be followed for this project. 
 
COMMENT H-6 Issues concerning project lighting are discussed on in Impact AES-2 and 

Mitigation Measure AES-2 of the Draft EIR.  For a discussion of the use 
of solar panels, please see the response to COMMENT D-30. 

 
COMMENT H-7 CEQA addresses economics only to the extent that it will create a physical 

impact.  It is speculative, at best, to guess at any physical impacts that 
would result from increased corn prices. 

 
COMMENT H-8 Please see the response to COMMENT D-25. 
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COMMENT H-9 Full gallon-for-gallon mitigation will be provided if the actual net water 
demand of the industrial park project area (at any stage of development) 
exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project net water demand.  Thus, the net 
water usage will be 10-percent less after the project is built than it is 
currently.   

 
COMMENT H-10 This project contemplates the possibility of using up to 20% of its 

feedstock from local producers, should those markets develop in the 
future.  However the future development of these markets is not within the 
scope of this EIR and, as such, figures related to water requirements for 
local growth of corn are not included in the EIR. 

 
COMMENT H-11 Water supply for the ethanol plants and other facilities to be located in the 

industrial park will be provided by the City of Wasco municipal system.  
New wells will be installed as the need arises.  The City’s system currently 
has seven active supply wells that have water production capacities 
ranging from about 600 to 1,700 gallons per minute.  The City’s Draft 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan, dated August 2007, estimates that 
18 new supply wells will be required city-wide by the year 2026.  The 
City’s Water Master Plan, dated April 2007, provides recommended 
locations for the new wells; three of these locations are within the area of 
the industrial park. 

 
A new paragraph will be added to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 that 
says:  “New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at 
least 2,500 feet from the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall 
provide notice of municipal supply well construction to property owners 
outside the City Limits, but within one mile of the new well, at least 3 
months in advance.  The notice shall provide at least 30 days within which 
the property owner can notify the City of a pre-existing well within one 
mile of the new well that may be impacted by the new well.  Upon such 
notification, the City shall assess the water production rate of the pre-
existing well prior to operation of the new well and again after the new 
well has been placed into full-time operation.  If the water production rate 
of the pre-existing well is reduced, or costs are increased, by operation of 
the new well such that the pre-existing well will no longer provide 
sufficient water for existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted, then the City shall make the owner of the pre-existing 
well whole.”  This paragraph will provide mitigation for pre-existing wells 
that are within one mile of new wells.  It is very unlikely that pre-existing 
wells that are more than one mile from a new well in the Wasco area 
would experience significant water production decreases due to operation 
of the new well. 

 
COMMENT H-12 Paved roads will connect the ethanol plants and other industrial facilities 

to public roadways.  If water is required for road spraying, that water will 
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be included in the calculation of whether the 90-percent of pre-project net 
water demand threshold has been exceeded, which would trigger gallon-
for-gallon mitigation for the excess water use. 

 
COMMENT H-13 The Draft EIR states that any development within the industrial park that 

involves discharge of wastes to land or water shall obtain a WDRs permit 
and/or an NPDES permit, as required by law.  Since there are no natural 
surface waters within the project area, waste discharges to land are the 
only concern.  In developing the WDRs permit, the RWQCB will evaluate 
whether the proposed waste discharge to land poses a threat to 
groundwater.  If so, the RWQCB will require, to protect groundwater, that 
the wastes be discharged to a double-lined pond with leachate recovery 
and unsaturated zone and groundwater monitoring. 

 
COMMENT H-14 The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for notification of 

relevant public agencies, including the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Central Valley Region (RWQCB).  The RWQCB did not 
provide comments on the Draft EIR.  All development within this project 
is required by law to adhere to the CWQCB requirements. 

 
COMMENT H-15 The water demand for each ethanol plant is estimated at 630,000 gallons 

per day (equivalent to 440 gallons per minute or 710 acre-feet per year), as 
stated in the Draft EIR.  The 1,000,000 gallons per day (equivalent to 700 
gallons per minute or 1,130 acre-feet per year) figure in the NOP was a 
mistaken holdover from an earlier plan for a larger ethanol plant that 
would produce 100 million gallons of ethanol per year.  The estimate of 
710 acre-feet per year of water for an ethanol plant that generates 63 
million gallons of ethanol per year is equivalent to 3.6 gallons of water per 
gallon of ethanol.  One of the ethanol plant proponents reported that the 
water demand at another of its San Joaquin Valley ethanol plants, which is 
of similar design to the planned ethanol plants, is less than 3 gallons of 
water per gallon of ethanol.  Thus, the water-demand estimate used for the 
ethanol plants in the Draft EIR appears to be appropriately conservative. 

 
COMMENT H-16 The proposed ethanol plant owners do not have the ability to require local 

farmers to grow corn or require any other use of their land.  Such an 
analysis would be too speculative.  Please also see response to Comment 
D-24. 

 
COMMENT H-17 Corn is a raw input for the ethanol plants.  CEQA impacts are limited to 

the physical impacts from the project.  Also see the response to 
COMMENT H-4. 

 
COMMENT H-18 This project contemplates the possibility of using up to 20% of its 

feedstock from local producers, should those markets develop in the 
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future.  However the future development of these markets is not within the 
control of the ethanol companies involved.     

 
COMMENT H-19 Please see the response to COMMENT D-23. 
 
COMMENT H-20 Agricultural conditions relating to the growth of corn in the Mid West is 

outside the control of the proposed project.  At this time, all corn used in 
the production of ethanol at the proposed plants will be imported and not 
grown locally.  The possibility for local growth of corn in the future 
remains speculative as discussed in COMMENT H-18. 

 
COMMENT H-21 Impact AQ-2 on page IV-106 of the Draft EIR evaluates increases in 

Ozone and PM10 related emissions due to the operation of the proposed 
ethanol plants.  Truck trips for the transport of corn and distillers grain 
were included in the Traffic Analysis prepared for this project.  The air 
quality analysis for the project used the traffic data from that traffic 
analysis and, therefore, such truck trips have been accounted for in the 
analysis of air pollutant impacts. Air pollutant emissions from 
transportation sources including truck and rail are quantified in the DEIR. 
See Table AQ-9. 

 
COMMENT H-22 The ethanol plant will help combat global warming by utilizing the 

complete carbon cycle.  The CO2 released from ethanol combustion is 
produced from carbon that was removed from the atmosphere while the 
corn plant was growing.  Conversely, the CO2 released from gasoline 
combustion is a one-time release.  The increased use of ethanol in motor 
fuels will reduce the amount of gasoline used, thus reducing this one-time 
release. This reduction on CO2 emissions will offset the CO2 emissions 
associated with the ethanol production.  Additional discussion regarding 
global warming and greenhouse gas emissions has been added to the Air 
Quality section in the Final EIR. 

 
COMMENT H-23 Truck trips for the transport of distillers grain were included in the Traffic 

Analysis prepared for this project.  The air quality analysis for the project 
used the traffic data from that traffic analysis and, therefore, such truck 
trips have been accounted for in the analysis of CO2 impacts. 

 
COMMENT H-24 It is not clear what impact will be caused by the comment that “CO2 

produced will probably be trucked to undocumented California markets at 
an unmentioned price.” 

 
COMMENT H-25 See response to COMMENT H-6. 
 
COMMENT H-26 It is speculative to estimate whether the two proposed ethanol plants 

would significantly increase the amount of corn grown locally.  As 
previously noted, corn is a raw input that will be purchased for use at the 
ethanol facilities.  The impacts associated with the production of this raw 
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input is beyond both the scope of this project and the control of the City of 
Wasco and any producer of ethanol.  Increased corn production cannot be 
considered a significant irreversible change in that it is an annual crop that 
does not preclude the planting of other corps or use of the land in 
subsequent years. 
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COMMENT I-1 Groundwater impacts associated with the proposed project are analyzed 
under Impact Hydro-2 of the Draft EIR.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 
Hydro-2 has been modified (please refer to COMMENT D-35) to provide 
further detail to groundwater impact mitigation related to new wells.  

 
COMMENT I-2 The SB 610 Water Supply Assessment has been updated and included as 

Appendix E of the Final EIR. The other requirements of Section 10910 of 
the California Water Code have been met by the City of Wasco’s Urban 
Water Management Plan, dated August 2007. 

 
COMMENT I-3 The water demand for each ethanol plant is estimated at 630,000 gallons 

per day (equivalent to 440 gallons per minute or 710 acre-feet per year), as 
stated in the Draft EIR.  The 1,000,000 gallons per day (equivalent to 700 
gallons per minute or 1,130 acre-feet per year) figure in the NOP was a 
mistaken holdover from an earlier plan for a larger ethanol plant that 
would produce 100 million gallons of ethanol per year.  The estimate of 
710 acre-feet per year of water for an ethanol plant that generates 63 
million gallons of ethanol per year is equivalent to 3.6 gallons of water per 
gallon of ethanol.  One of the ethanol plant proponents reported that the 
water demand at another of its San Joaquin Valley ethanol plants, which is 
of similar design to the planned ethanol plants, is less than 3 gallons of 
water per gallon of ethanol.  Thus, the water-demand estimate used for the 
ethanol plants in the Draft EIR appears to be appropriately conservative. 

 
COMMENT I-4 The full hydrology memorandum including Figure 1 has been included in 

an updated Hydrology Appendix contained in Appendix D of the Final 
EIR. 

 
COMMENT I-5 The reason that existing surface water usage was not subtracted off the 

total existing water usage is that, if the project is built, the surface water 
that was previously used in the project area will be used by other farmers 
within the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District (SWID), thus relieving the 
SWID groundwater demand on a gallon-for-gallon basis.  This was not a 
mistake, but rather a conscious decision based on the facts that surface 
water is the generally preferred source of agricultural water and there is 
not enough surface water to supply all of the crop demands in the SWID.  
Thus, surface water freed up by development of the project will assuredly 
be used by someone else within the SWID in lieu of using groundwater 
except in very wet years, which was already accounted for by the “wet 
year” reduction discussed in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. 

 
COMMENT I-6 Please see the response to COMMENT D-35. 
 
COMMENT I-7 Mitigation Measure Hydro-2 has been modified as indicated in responses 

to COMMENT D-34 and D-35. 
 
COMMENT I-8 Mitigation Measure AG-3 has been modified as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure AG-3: Agricultural Buffer 

A 20-foot landscape buffer shall be dedicated to the City of Wasco along the 
north, east, and south boundary of the project. The buffer shall have a uniform 
design along the entire length to achieve aesthetic appeal and recognition as the 
Rose City Industrial Park, and as a buffer to dust and pesticide drift from 
agricultural operations.  In order to effectively provide a buffer to dust and 
pesticide drift, hedgerows of trees will be placed along or within the landscape 
area. 
 

COMMENT I-9          The rezoning of the property to Industrial by the City of Wasco will 
eliminate the conflict with the existing agricultural zoning.  Impact AG-5 
has been added to the Final EIR to provide a discussion of conversion of 
agricultural land in relation to County zoning, as follows: 

Impact AG-5: Cumulative Conversion of Agricultural land in Kern County. 
 

According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), a part of 
the Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection, Kern 
County had 990,000 acres of farmland in 2002. The conversion of 1,470 acres is 
just over one tenth of a percent of the total farmland in Kern County.  Kern 
County’s policies for evaluating conversion of agricultural land to urban uses is 
listed below.  
 
9.  When evaluating General Plan Amendment proposals to change a Map Code 

8.1 (intensive Agriculture) designation to accommodate residential, 
commercial, or industrial development, the County shall consider the 
following factors: 

a. Approval of the proposal will not unreasonably interfere with 
agricultural operations on surrounding lands. 

b. Necessary public services (fire, sheriff, etc) and infrastructure are 
available to adequately serve the project. 

c. There is a demonstrated need for the proposed project location based 
on population projections, market studies and other indicators. 

d. The requested change in land use designation is accompanies by a 
zone change and other implementing land use applications for a 
specific development proposal. 

e. The site is contiguous to properties that are developed or 
characterized by nonagricultural land uses. 

f. Past agricultural use of the site has led to soil infertility or other soil 
conditions which render the property unsuitable for long-term 
agricultural use. 

g. Approval of the proposed project outweighs then need to retain the 
land for long-term agricultural use. 

h. Where adjacent or within proximity (1/2 mile) to existing urban 
areas, the County shall discourage agricultural conversion that is 
discontinuous with urban development. 

Evaluating the project to the above criteria is as follows: 

a. Mitigation measures have been put in place to not interfere with continued 
delivery of Shafter Wasco irrigation water (MM AG-4) along with an 
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agricultural buffer around the project site to minimize urban intrusion onto 
the surrounding agricultural areas (MM AG-3). 

b. Wasco will be providing public services to the project area. 
c. The project objectives, as listed on page II-1, demonstrate the need for the 

project at its proposed location 
d. The City of Wasco is processing annexation, General Plan Amendment, and 

zoning changes to the project area. 
e. The project site is contiguous to the City of Wasco and currently zoned 

industrial land within the city. 
f. The project site is in productive agricultural use, with crop rotation necessary 

for specific lands to continue to be productive. 
g. The need to provide full-time jobs and increase the tax base for the City of 

Wasco outweighing the retention of the land in agriculture is to be decided 
by the Wasco City Council in making their decision whether to approve the 
project or not. 

h. The project is continuous to the City of Wasco. 
 
Level of Significance: The above evaluation of Kern County’s criteria for 
evaluating the conversion of agricultural land to a more urban use shows the 
project site meets all but one criterion for allowing conversion. Based on this 
evaluation, and that the project site is just over one tenth a percent of the total 
farmland in Kern County, this impact is considered less than significant. 
 

COMMENT I-10 Please see the response to COMMENT I-9, above. 

COMMENT I-11 The City of Wasco will create agricultural conservation easements through 
the collection of Williamson Act cancellation fees and will locate these 
preserves within the City of Wasco. 

COMMENT I-12 Participation in the exchange program involving the California 
Department of Conservation will be up to individual property owners.  
The City of Wasco will be creating agricultural conservation easements 
through the collection of Williamson Act cancellation fees and will locate 
these preserves within the City of Wasco. 

COMMENT I-13 The filing of a Notice of Non-Renewal is to mitigate the impact of 
canceling Williamson Act Contracts only.  This is the prescribed process 
under the law to withdraw from a Williamson Act Contract. 

COMMENT I-14 This has been corrected as outlined in the response to COMMENT A-1. 

COMMENT I-15 This has been corrected as outlined in the response to COMMENT A-2. 

 
 



COMMENT LETTER J 

IV-88 

 



COMMENT LETTER J 

IV-89 
 

J-1 

J-2 

J-3 

J-4 

J-5 



COMMENT LETTER J 

IV-90 

 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER J 

IV-91 

COMMENT J-1 Since the groundwater basin is not an adjudicated basin, naturally 
occurring groundwater within the basin is available for use at all overlying 
properties.  The City of Bakersfield contends that Kern River water that is 
percolated into the groundwater system within North Kern Water Storage 
District (NKWSD) remains subject to the provisions of the 1952 
Agreement that limit the uses of Kern River water to irrigation, stock 
watering and groundwater replenishment.  The City of Bakersfield 
contends therefore that the City of Wasco should not use any groundwater 
pumped from within the NKWSD area to supply the industrial park 
because it may include some water that originated from the Kern River.  
However, NKWSD contends that the purpose of use limitations apply only 
to the use of the surface water and that once water has been used for 
groundwater replenishment, the terms of the agreement have been satisfied 
and no further accounting for use of groundwater is required.  
Furthermore, the City of Bakersfield has not provided data to show that 
the Kern River water that is percolated to groundwater is not subsequently 
pumped out of the ground by farmers within the NKWSD for irrigation 
use, nor has the City of Bakersfield monitored the use of groundwater in 
NKWSD in the past as a means of ensuring compliance with the 1952 
Agreement. This appears to be a contract dispute that cannot be resolved 
by this EIR.   

 
The City of Wasco is not a party to the 1952 Agreement and, therefore, is 
not bound by the purpose of use restrictions in the 1952 Agreement.  
Furthermore, there is no proposed action by NKWSD as part of this 
project.  Therefore, mitigation in this EIR related to this comment does not 
appear to be necessary or appropriate.   

 
COMMENT J-2 Groundwater pumped from supply wells operated by the City of Wasco 

municipal system will be the source of water supply for the project.  The 
City’s Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, dated August 2007, 
estimates that 18 new supply wells will be required city-wide by the year 
2026.  The City’s Water Master Plan, dated April 2007, provides 
recommended locations for the new wells; three of these locations are 
within the industrial park area. 

 
COMMENT J-3 Please see the responses to COMMENTS J-1 and J-2. 
 
COMMENT J-4 Please see the response to COMMENT J-1. 
 
COMMENT J-5 The hydrologic analysis provided in the Draft EIR does not rely in whole 

or in part on water banking by any entity, except in that the City of Wasco 
may in the future desire to participate in such banking operations in order 
to mitigate water use in the industrial park if such net water use exceeds 
90-percent of the pre-project net water use. 
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COMMENT K-1 The City of Wasco will work with industry and local educators to develop 
strategies for job training in Wasco.  This is not considered an impact 
under CEQA. 

  
COMMENT K-2 Mitigation is required through the EIR certification process.  The PDP is a 

process that is equivalent to that of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
process to regulate proposed projects in the Industrial Park and implement 
mitigation.  See Appendix F of the Final EIR for the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program. 

 
COMMENT K-3 This comment expresses concern regarding whether residential areas 

adjacent to the project area, including the Farm Labor Camp adjacent to 
the northwest corner of the proposed industrial park, were included in the 
impact analysis.  Chapter IV, Section D.1.a of the Draft EIR mistakenly 
stated that the study area for direct and indirect impacts relating to 
Hazards/Hazardous Materials was limited to the project area alone.  The 
discussion of impacts later in Section D clearly shows that areas adjacent 
to the project area, including the Farm Labor Camp and other residential 
areas, and travel routes to and from the project area were included in the 
analysis. 

 
COMMENT K-4 The Mitigation Monitoring Program contained in Appendix J of the Draft 

EIR states that the applicant will be the responsible party for performing 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, the City will provide inspection/enforcement, 
and the mitigation measure activities must be completed prior to 
construction.  An updated version of the Mitigation Monitoring program is 
contained in Appendix F of the Final EIR. 

 
COMMENT K-5 Full mitigation for one potential impact involving hazards and/or 

hazardous materials (Impact HAZ-3) is provided in the EIR such that the 
significance of this impact after mitigation is judged to be less than 
significant.  The three other potential impacts involving hazards and/or 
hazardous materials (Impacts HAZ-1, -2, and -4) were judged to be less 
than significant without mitigation.  Therefore, there are no impacts 
involving hazards and/or hazardous materials that could contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  Further evaluation of cumulative impacts due to 
hazards and/or hazardous materials is unwarranted. 

 
COMMENT K-6 The Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District lands and lands surrounding the 

project were chosen as the study area due to the potential impacts of water 
use within the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District, from the project and 
lands surrounding the project, due to the potential of the project to 
increase the likelihood of land conversion to non-agricultural uses.  The 
study area for cumulative impacts has been expanded to Kern County with 
additional analysis to assess all of Kern County.  Please see Chapter IV, E. 
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Agricultural Resources, b. Study Area for Cumulative Impacts, and 
Chapter V. Cumulative Impacts. 

 
COMMENT K-7 The City of Wasco will be developing an agricultural conservation 

easement on agricultural lands it owns and uses for discharge of its treated 
effluent as irrigation water.  The City will develop additional agricultural 
conservation easements needed on agricultural lands it acquires for future 
expansion of the wastewater treatment plant. 

 
COMMENT K-8 Air pollutant emissions from transportation sources including truck and 

rail are quantified in the DEIR. See Table AQ-9.  These emissions are 
based on the estimated trip length and are not limited to the ¼ mile setting. 

 
COMMENT K-9  The Farm Labor Camp would be classified as a residential area.  For Air 

Quality Impacts, all air outside of the property line would be considered 
the same and impacts assessed based on the health-protective California 
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).  These standards 
account for impacts on sensitive populations. 

 
COMMENT K-10 This information is part of the public record for this project that the City 

Council may take into consideration adopting any Statements of 
Overriding Consideration. 

 
COMMENT K-11 Construction of the ethanol plant would likely be on the order of 12-18 

months. The earth-moving component of construction (which generates 
the largest impact) should not take longer than a few months.   
Construction of the rest of the park may take years. There are no other 
current applicants, so a phasing plan would be too speculative at this time.    
Once construction is completed these emissions stop.  Typical 
construction emissions do not travel far from their source.  Therefore, 
while multiple construction projects may occur simultaneously, their 
respective emissions might not impact the same area. 

 
COMMENT K-12 Is it not reasonable or typical to cap air emissions from the park at a 

certain level in the EIR.  Emissions limits occur in air permits only after 
they have been thoroughly studied and evaluated by the applicable air 
pollution control agency. 

 
COMMENT K-13 Identified projects known at the time the EIR is prepared are typically 

evaluated in the cumulative impacts section of the EIR. The proposed 
ethanol plants in Hanford and Famosa are included in the list of relevant 
regional projects within the San Joaquin Valley that were used to evaluate 
cumulative impacts (See Chapter III, D. Baseline Conditions).  In general, 
without defined projects for the Industrial Park, cumulative air impacts 
become too speculative to include.  Future projects in the Industrial Park 
would be required to go through the SJVAPCD permitting process if they 
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would have the potential for significant air pollutant emissions.  Air 
impacts from those projects would be addressed at that time.   

 
COMMENT K-14 Section P: Energy Efficiency of the Draft EIR has been updated to include 

energy efficiency measures applicable to this project including measures 
from the United States Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) certification program.   
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COMMENT L-1 The proposed project under Near-Term Conditions will add approximately 
75 vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour and 74 vehicle trips during the 
p.m. peak hour on SR 43 south of Kimberlina Road.  Under Future 
Conditions, the proposed project is projected to add approximately 667 
vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour and 202 vehicle trips during the 
p.m. peak hour.  Based on the projections by Kern County Travel Demand 
Model the traffic volumes along SR 43 within the vicinity of the City of 
Shafter are projected to increase by more than approximately 200% during 
the a.m. peak hour (Existing Volume  - 677 vph and Future Demand – 
2,320 vph) and 400% during the p.m. peak hour (Existing Volume – 899 
vph and Future Demand – 4,469 vph).  Based on the projected trips from 
the proposed project, the project contribution to the total growth of traffic, 
south of Kimberlina Road along SR 43 will be less than significant. 

 
COMMENT L-2 It seems unlikely that Shafter's residents will be able to detect odors from 

the production of ethanol 3.5 miles away in Wasco. The odoriferous 
compounds will be released in such low concentrations that they will be 
dispersed by the time they reach Shafter.  None of those compounds will 
be at toxic levels once they reach Shafter.  All those emissions will be 
required to demonstrate in the air permitting process acceptable levels at 
the facility fence line, several hundreds of feet from the emission source.  
Several alternative technologies are available for odor control.  These will 
be evaluated and implemented if necessary to meet regulations.   

 
Further, based on experience, most of the odors can be abated by good 
housekeeping. Keeping the Wet Distillers Grain department covered, 
keeping all hatches/manholes in the fermentation closed, and regularly 
checking flanges, pump seals, etcetera, for fugitive emissions should 
minimize those impacts.  Also see the response to COMMENT G-8.
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COMMENT M-1 The performance measure for the Industrial Park is that at full build-out, 
water usage will be no greater than 90 percent of the current water usage 
within the Industrial Park (exceeds 4,380 acre-feet per year).  Prior to 
build-out, annual reports will tract the water usage and groundwater 
recharge or other measures will be implemented, as described in 
Mitigation Measure Hydro-2 so that annual groundwater usage will net 
under 4,380 acre-feet annually.  Please see the response to COMMENTS 
D-34 and D-35 for a description of modifications made to Mitigation 
Measure Hydro-2. 

 
COMMENT M-2 Specific water demand estimates for the remainder of the industrial park, 

other than the two ethanol plants, are not available.  Potential industries 
that could locate in the park range from low to high water demand.  Full 
gallon-for-gallon mitigation will be provided if the actual net water 
demand for the entire industrial park exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project 
net water demand.  Therefore, the net water demand of the project will be 
less than that of the existing land uses.  Setting aside 1,420 acre-feet of 
water per year for the two ethanol plants on approximately 331 acres of 
land, there will be about 2,960 acre-feet of water per year available for the 
other approximately 1,309 acres of the industrial park before the 90-
percent threshold is reached and mitigation is necessary.  This is 
equivalent to about 2.3 acre-feet of water per year per acre of land, which 
is sufficient water for many types of typical industrial use configurations.  
If additional high-water-demand industries locate in the park such that the 
90-percent threshold is exceeded, then full mitigation will be provided for 
the net water use that exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project net water use. 

 
To add appropriate specificity to Mitigation Measure Hydro-2, the fourth 
sentence of the first paragraph will be modified to say “Such mitigation 
shall consist of . . .” instead of “Such mitigation may consist of . . .”.  The 
phrase “within the Industrial Park” will also be added after the phrase 
“enhancing groundwater recharge” in that sentence.   The final sentence in 
the third paragraph will be revised to say “The City shall produce an 
annual report by February 28 of each year, summarizing the metered water 
use and wastewater discharge for the project area for the previous calendar 
year; if the metered water use minus the wastewater discharge for the 
previous calendar year exceeds 90-percent of the pre-project net water 
demand, then mitigation shall be provided for the excess amount prior to 
February 28 of the second year following the previous calendar year; the 
mitigation method and quantity shall be reported in the next annual 
report.” 
 

COMMENT M-3 The Draft EIR states that any development within the industrial park that 
involves discharge of wastes to land or water shall obtain a WDRs permit 
and/or an NPDES permit, as required by law.  Since there are no natural 
surface waters within the project area, waste discharges to land are the 
only concern.  As required by Section 13263 of the California Water 
Code, the RWQCB-prescribed WDRs will implement the Tulare Lake 
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Basin water quality control plan and will take into consideration the 
beneficial water uses to be protected, the water quality objectives 
reasonably required for that purpose, other waste discharges, and the need 
to prevent nuisance. In developing the WDRs permit, the RWQCB will 
evaluate whether the proposed waste discharge to land poses a threat to 
groundwater.  If so, the RWQCB will require, in order to protect 
groundwater, that the wastes be discharged to a double-lined pond with 
leachate recovery, an unsaturated zone, and groundwater monitoring, 
disposing of the wastewater at an approved facility, or other approved 
system that fully protects the area’s groundwater. 

 
COMMENT M-4 Page IV-50 of the Draft EIR includes the following discussion related to 

pipeline facilities considered in the evaluation of environmental impacts: 
 

Agricultural water supplied to the project site is provided by Shafter-
Wasco Irrigation District (SWID) a Federal Central Valley Project (CVP) 
Friant-Kern Canal contractor. Water deliveries are provided through 
buried pipelines to metered deliveries serving each parcel. SWID has a 
gravity pressurized main supply pipeline running east/west along the south 
side of Kimberlina Road. A smaller water distribution pipeline runs in a 
north/south direction centrally through the project site.  
 

COMMENT M-5 The odoriferous compounds will be in low concentrations and all of those 
emissions will be required to demonstrate in the air permitting process 
acceptable levels at the facility fenceline, several hundreds of feet from the 
emission source.  Several alternative technologies are available for odor 
control.  These will be evaluated and implemented if necessary to meet 
regulations.   

 
Further, based on experience, most of the odors can be abated by good 
housekeeping. Keeping the Wet Distillers Grain department covered, 
keeping all hatches/manholes in the fermentation closed, and regularly 
checking flanges, pump seals, etcetera, for fugitive emissions should 
minimize those impacts.  Please also see the response to COMMENT G-8. 
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COMMENT N-1 The analysis of railroad crossings, queuing of traffic on the tracks, and 
grade separation is sufficient for the purposes of this EIR.  Please see the 
following responses for further explanation. 

 
COMMENT N-2 The reference to the California Public Utilities Commission on Page II-10 

of the Draft EIR has been modified as follows: 
 

3. State of California Public Utilities Commission (rail operations, 
crossings, spurs, permit to construct). The CPUC has responsibility 
over direct authorization of any new roadways constructed across 
railroad tracks or tracks built over public roadways. Also, 
modification of existing crossings must be authorized through 
Commission General Order 88-B. 

 
COMMENT N-3 No new at-grade crossings are proposed as a part of the proposed 

annexation.  Both of the at-grade crossings (Kimberlina Road and Poso 
Avenue) are existing crossings. 

 
COMMENT N-4 Queuing analysis at the intersections within the close proximity of the at-

grade crossings was conducted and attached in Appendix J.  Based on the 
analysis the 95th percentile under worst case under with Annexation 
Conditions is projected to be approximately 350 feet. Under Existing 
Conditions, the distance between the at-grade crossings and the 
intersection is approximately 450 feet. As a result no operational problems 
are projected.  In addition, the traffic section calls out for improvements at 
the at-grade crossings and providing pre-empt. 

 
COMMENT N-5 See the response to COMMENT N-4. 
 
COMMENT N-6 Based on the frequency of trains it is projected that approximately 20 

trains per day, as a result the comment does not apply.  The methodology 
used for the analysis is documented in the traffic section for the project. 

 
COMMENT N-7 See the response to COMMENT N-6. 
 
COMMENT N-8 See the response to COMMENT N-6. 
 
COMMENT N-9 The project does not justify the need for grade separation structure. 
 
COMMENT N-10 The traffic section for the project identifies that the at-grade crossings 

should be upgraded to meet the current standards. 
 
COMMENT N-11 Please see the response to COMMENT N-10. 
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COMMENT O-1 The City of Wasco acknowledges the determination made by the Kern 
County Department of Airports that the proposed industrial park does not 
conflict with any aviation safety standards. 
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COMMENT LETTER P contains letters compiled by the State Clearinghouse including those 
from the Native American Heritage Commission and the Department of Transportation that are 
duplicates of COMMENT LETTERS C and F, respectively.  Please see COMMENT LETTERS 
C and F for responses to these agency comments. 
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COMMENT LETTER Q contains questions that are duplicates of those contained in 
COMMENT LETTER D, however, this letter was submitted separately to the City of Wasco.  
Please see COMMENT LETTER D for responses. 
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COMMENT R-1 The project description, Chapter II F. ENTITLEMENTS, City of Wasco, 

number 6 (pg II-7 of DEIR) has been expanded to make it clear that 
additional CEQA analysis will be required for projects within the Rose 
City Industrial Park, except for the Rose City Renewables project: 

 
“All Precise Development Plan applications will require additional 
project specific CEQA analysis to address project level impacts 
from the proposed project and conformity with required mitigation 
measures of this Programmatic EIR.” 

 
COMMENT R-2 This comment has been noted, no response required.  
 
COMMENT R-3 Table AQ-9 has been revised, but is noted that the projects Nox emissions 

still exceed the District’s Threshold of Significance of 10 tons per year. 
 
COMMENT R-4 The City of Wasco agrees with this statement. 
 
COMMENT R-5 The steel recycling facility is no longer a part of this project and only one 

of the ethanol plants has currently submitted an application to the City of 
Wasco.  The actual area of ground disturbance would only occur on the 
approximate 25-acre plant site and 10 acres needed for rail loop servicing 
the ethanol plant.  The following scenarios were developed to revise the 
area of ground disturbance to use in the air modeling: 

 
a) Scenario 1: Assumed the project will start and complete the 

construction of 371.78 acres (16,195 sq ft) of "Warehouse" facilities 
during 2008. 

b) Scenario 2: Assumed the project will start and complete the 
construction of 208.19 acres of "General light industry" facilities  
during 2008. 

c) Scenario 3: Assumed the project will start and complete the 
construction of 104.10 acres of "General heavy industry" facilities 
during  2008. 

d) Scenario 4: Assumed the project will start and complete the 
construction of 594.84 acres of "Industrial park" facilities during 
2008. 

e) Scenario 5: Assumed the project will only start and complete the 
construction during 2008 of 10% each of the planned buildouts 
acreages  for  "Warehouses", "General light industry", "General heavy 
industry", and "Industrial park". 

 
The URBEMIS2007 model results indicated that Scenario 1 has the 
potential to result in the highest annual emissions of all criteria pollutants.  
Additional URBEMIS2007 model runs were conducted separately to 
estimate the emissions associated with the construction of railroad 
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facilities to serve the entire Industrial park, which were included in each of 
the scenarios defined above. 

COMMENT R-6 The FEIR has been revised on page IV-100 to include the following 
sentence, “Facilities not subject to District Rule 2201 will be subject to 
District Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review.”  

 
COMMENT R-7 Agreement with the EIRs estimation for the transportation of corn is 

noted. 
 
COMMENT R-8, 9 A health risk assessment has been conducted for all Toxic Air 

Contaminants (TAC) within the Industrial Park and included in Section 
IV- F. Air Quality.  The selected approach was to estimate the minimum 
separation distance between the important facility sources and human 
receptors that would ensure health risk impacts would be below accepted 
significance thresholds. The specific thresholds used for this purpose are a 
maximum incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 in one million or a 
chronic or acute non-cancer hazard index of 1.0.  In the simple and very 
conservative methods used for this screening HRA, each of these health 
risk indicators is proportional to predicted maximum concentrations of 
TACs as determined by dispersion modeling.   

 
COMMENT R-10 Residential receptors near the proposed Industrial Park, including the farm 

labor housing were considered sensitive receptors.  None of these 
receptors were found to be within proximity of potential resources to be at 
risk.  Worker sites cannot be determined at this time as no applications for 
development other than the one ethanol plant have been submitted. 

 
COMMENT R-11 Health Risk Assessments for individual projects will be required in order 

to obtain their required permits from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District. 

 
COMMENT R-12 This project is recognized as being subject to the District rules listed in 

your letter and may be subject to additional District Rules not listed.  It 
has been noted that for further information, any applicant is strongly 
encouraged to contact the District’s Small Business Assistance Office at 
(661) 326-6969 and current District rules can be found at 
www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm.  This information will be provided 
to project applicants when requesting applications to develop within the 
industrial park. 
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COMMENT S-1 The City of Wasco acknowledges Bank of America’s confirmation of the 
historic use of the Jacobsen Trust Property for row crop vegetables and 
other farm products. 

 
 
COMMENT S-2 The City of Wasco recognizes that this letter is for informational purposes 

only and is not a commitment to use the property in any particular manner 
or to continue past farming practices. 
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A Wasco Real Properties I Holly A. King August 19, 2007 August 19,2007 
 

B Southern California Gas Company  Louise Brown – 
Pipeline Planning 
Assistant 

August 11, 2007 August 21, 2007 

C Native American Heritage 
Commission 

Dave Singleton, 
Program Specialist 

August 23, 2007 August 23, 2007 
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(9 Page letter) 

Gordon L. Nipp – 
Vice Chair 

September 5, 2007 September 5, 2007 

E City of Bakersfield, Water Resources 
Dept.  
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Arthur Unger September 19, 2007 September 20, 2007 
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Holly King September 15, 2007  September 20, 2007 

J City of Bakersfield, Water Resources 
Dept.  

Florn Core, Manager September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 

K Center on Race, Poverty & The 
Environment  (1st Letter) 

Caroline Farrell, 
Directing Attorney 

September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 
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Caroline Farrell, 
Directing Attorney 

September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 

L City of Shafter  Wayne Clausen, 
Planning Director 

September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 

M Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District Jerry Ezell, General 
Manager 

September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 

N Public Utilities Commission  Kevin Boles – 
Railroad Crossing 
Specialist 

September 19, 2007 September 21,, 2007 

O County of Kern Department of 
Airports                                                  

Matthew Maass, 
Deputy Director 

September 20, 2007 September 20, 2007 

P State of CA Governor’s Office of Planning & Research  
Postmarked September 20, 2007 

15a.  OPR - Transmittal cover letter from agencies 
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2nd page of cover 
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Gordon Nipp, Vice 
Chair 
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R San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
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David Warner, 
Director of Permits 
Services 

September 27, 2007 September 27, 2007 
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Use of Property 

Daniel A Leith, Vice 
President 

September 24, 2007 September 28, 2007 
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Waco Planning Commission Meeting  -  September 10, 2007 

  

  

 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
 
Option No. 1: Approval of Proposal as Recommended: 

 
Move to adopt Resolution No. 07-36, a Resolution of the  Planning Commission of the City 
of Wasco recommending to the City Council to amend Title 17, Zoning  by adding Chapter 
17.66 Right to Farm ordinance as reflected in Exhibit A. 
 
Option No. 2: Modification of Proposal Through Addition or Deletion of recommended 
amendments 
 
Move to adopt Resolution No. 07-36, a Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of 
Wasco recommending to the City Council to amend Title 17, Zoning  by adding Chapter 
17.66 Right to Farm ordinance as reflected in Exhibit A., subject to the following 
modifications and/or addition to the proposal: 
 
1.              
 
2.              
 
3.              
 
 
Option No. 3:  Refe  Back to Staff for further study and report.  
 

 
 

Agenda Item:  
 
 

Presentation 
Consent 
Unfinished Business 
New Business 
Public Hearing 
Other 

 
 
 

X 
X 

 
Action Requested: 

 

  
 
ZOTA 07-07.  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text 
Amendment to Title 17 Zoning, Adding Chapter 17.66 Right 
to Farm.   (Mr. Raper) 

 

Ordinance 
Resolution 
Motion 
Other 

 
X 

 
 



Waco Planning Commission Meeting  -  September 10, 2007 

  

 
 
I. DISCUSSION: 
 
On July 3, 2007, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 2007- , Initiating various Zoning 
Ordinance Text Amendments to update, modify, expand, and to insure internal consistency 
to existing ordinances within the City of Wasco Municipal Code and its General Plan.     
 
 Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Title 17 Zoning, by adding Chapter 17.66 
Right to Farm ordinance will establish notification and disclosure requirements where urban 
development extends into areas that have agricultural activities.  The ordinance also 
discloses that the City of Wasco is supportive of agricultural activities and recognizes the 
importance of the agricultural operations to the City.     
 
Chapter 17.66 is a proposed new chapter to the City of Wasco Municipal Code, Title 17 
Zoning.     
 
II. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
 The proposed amendments to the municipal code and the establishment of new ordinances 
are exempt from the analysis required by the State of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) under two provisions.  The first provision is the General Rule, Section 15061b-3 
provision which the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects 
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be 
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on  the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA and the second is 
Section 15308 Certain Actions taken by regulatory agencies to maintain, restore, or 
enhance the environment.     
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1.  Planning Commission Resolution No. 07-36 recommending the adoption of a Right to 
Farm Ordinance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Waco Planning Commission Meeting  -  September 10, 2007 

  

RESOLUTION NO. 07-36 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF WASCO PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 07-07 
TO TITLE 17 ZONING, ADDING CHAPTER 17.66 RIGHT TO FARM AS REFLECTED 

IN EXHIBIT A. . 
 

 
Whereas, the City of Wasco Planning Commission conducted a Public  

Hearing on Tuesday September 10, 2007 to consider ZOTA No. 07-07 to amend Title 17, 
Zoning, by adding Chapter 17.66 Right to Farm ordinance the City of Wasco Municipal 
Code as reflected in Exhibit A; and  

 
Whereas, the City of Wasco Planning Commission made the following findings and 

recommends the same findings to the City Council be adopted. 
 

1. Notice has been given in the time and in the manner required by State Law and 
City Code. 
 

2.  The amendment to Title 17, Zoning, by adding Chapter 17.66 Right to Farm 
ordinance places new development on notice that agricultural operations are of 
high importance to the City through proper disclosures.     

 
3.  The proposed amendments to the municipal code and the establishment of new 

ordinances are exempt from the analysis required by the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under two provisions.  The first provision is the 
General Rule, Section 15061b-3 provision which the activity is covered by the 
general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for 
causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with 
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA and the 
second is Section 15308 Certain Actions taken by regulatory agencies to 
maintain, restore, or enhance the environment.     

 
4. Approval of ZOTA No. 07-07 for the amendment to Title 17, Zoning establishing 

disclosure regulations of the operational characteristics of agricultural operations 
are consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the resolution duly 

and regularly adopted and passed by the Planning Commission of the City of Wasco at a 
regular meeting held on September 10, 2007 by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  
 
NOES:    
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAIN:   
 
 

Attest:       Approved: 
 
 
              

Dennis McNamara, Senior Planner  Brown, Chair 
Planning Department    Planning Commission 
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EXHIBIT A 
ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WASCO 

AMENDING WASCO MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 17, ZONING, 
TO ADD CHAPTER 17.66 RIGHT TO FARM 

 
Chapter 17.66 RIGHT TO FARM 
 
 
Sections: 
17.66.010    Definitions. 
17.66.020    Policy  Statement. 
17.66.030    Nuisance. 
17.66.040    Disclosure 
 
17.66.010  Definitions.   
 
1. AGRICULTURAL LAND. All real property currently used for agricultural operations. 
 
2. AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS. The cultivation and tillage of the soil; dairying; the 
production, irrigation, frost protection, cultivation, growing, harvesting, and 
processing of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, horticulture, timber 
or apiculture, the raising of livestock, fur bearing animals, fish or poultry; and any 
commercial agricultural practices performed as incident to or in conjunction with 
such operations, including preparation for market, delivery to storage or to market, or 
to carriers or transportation to market. 
 
17.66.20  Policy Statement.    
 
1.  It is the policy of the City of Wasco to preserve, protect and encourage the use of 
viable agricultural lands for the production of food and other agricultural products.  It 
is the further intent of the City to provide notification of the City’s recognition and 
support of persons and/or entities right to farm.   
 
2.  Where nonagricultural land uses extend into agricultural lands or exist side by 
side, agricultural operations frequently become the subject of nuisance complaints.   
 
 
 
 
Such nuisance complaints may result on the curtailment or cessation of agricultural 
operations and discourage investment in such operations.  It is the purpose of this 
Chapter to reduce the loss of agricultural operations by clarifying the circumstance 
under which agricultural operations may be considered a nuisance. This Chapter is 
not to be construed as in any way modifying or abridging State law as  
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set out in the California Civil Code, Health and Safety Code, Fish and Game Code, 
Food and Agricultural Code, Division 7 of the Water Code, or any other applicable 
provisions of State law relative to nuisances. Rather it is only to be utilized in the 
interpretation and enforcement of the provisions of City codes and regulations.  
 
3. This Chapter is also intended to promote a good neighbor policy by advising 
purchasers adjacent to or near agricultural operations of the inherent potential 
problems associated with such a purchase. Such concerns may include, but are not 
limited to, the noises, odors, dust, chemicals, smoke and hours of operation that may 
accompany agricultural operations. It is intended that, through 
mandatory disclosure, purchasers will better understand the impact of living or 
working near agricultural operations and be prepared to accept attendant conditions 
as the natural result of living or working in or near agricultural areas. 
 
17.66.030  NUISANCE. 
 
No agricultural activity, operation, or facility conducted or maintained for commercial 
purposes in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards 
as established and followed by similar agricultural operations and in compliance with 
all Federal, State, and local laws and regulations shall be or become a nuisance, 
public or private, pursuant to this Code.  
 
 
16.200.040  DISCLOSURE. 
 
The approval of parcel maps, tentative maps or vesting tentative maps adjacent to or 
near agricultural lands shall require the owner/developer or successors in interest to 
notify all purchasers of lots within the project site of the nature and extent of existing 
agricultural activities, operations, and facilities in the vicinity of the project site. If the 
first purchase of a lot is a builder, this requirement shall be extended so that the 
actual and ultimate homeowner receives the notice. This disclosure shall also 
provide notice of the potential conflicts or effects of typical agricultural activities 
including, but not limited to, noise, odors, dust, agricultural spraying, agricultural 
burning, etc. Furthermore, notice shall be provided that, pursuant to California Civil 
Code Section 3482.5, typical agricultural activities shall not be considered a nuisance 
except as otherwise provided in that Civil Code Section. 
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Memorandum 
To: Eric VonBerg, URS Corporation 

From:     Stuart St. Clair, URS Corporation 

Date:      December 3, 2007 

Re:       Current and Projected Net Annual Groundwater Demand Estimates, Wasco Rose 
Capital Industrial Park 

 
This memorandum presents estimates for the current and projected net annual 
groundwater demands for the 1,640-acre project area planned for development of the 
Wasco Rose Capital Industrial Park. 
 
CURRENT CROPLAND WATER USE 
 
Approximately 1,590 acres of the land in the project area is currently cropland.  
Approximately 309 acres in the northern portion of the project area lie within the North 
Kern Water Storage District (NKWSD); the remainder lies within the Shafter-Wasco 
Irrigation District (SWID).  Irrigation water in the project area comes either from surface 
water delivered by these districts or from groundwater. 
 
URS performed a field survey of crops planted in the project area in October 2006.  URS 
also obtained typical annual consumptive water use figures for various crops in the area 
from the University of California, Cooperative Extension office in Bakersfield.  Based on 
these data, URS estimates that the current total annual consumptive water use in the 
project area is approximately 5,060 acre-feet (see attached Table 1). 
 
SWID provided data on the amount of surface water delivered to the project area for 
irrigation between 1997 and 2005 (see attached Table 2).  This time period is a 
reasonable one for purposes of estimating long-term averages, because it includes some 
years that had above-average amounts of precipitation and other years that had below-
average amounts of precipitation.  NKWSD reported that no surface water has been 
delivered to the project area since 1990 or earlier.  
 
PROPOSED WATER USE 
 
Water supply for the planned industrial park is anticipated to come solely from 
groundwater, because NKWSD and SWID do not deliver surface water to non-
agricultural users. 
 
The proposed project includes two corn-to-ethanol production facilities that would each 
distill approximately 63 million gallons per year of ethanol from corn.  Each ethanol 
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plant would require about 630,000 gallons of groundwater per day, which is equivalent to 
approximately 710 acre-feet per year.  The combined groundwater demand for these two 
facilities would be approximately 1,420 acre-feet per year.  Approximately 30-percent of 
this water would be returned to groundwater as infiltrated, treated wastewater.  Thus, the 
net groundwater demand for the two facilities would be approximately 994 acre-feet per 
year. 
 
The remainder of the project area is proposed for general industrial development.  Water 
demand for this development is extremely difficult to forecast.  Based on per-acre 
industrial water usage in other Central Valley communities, the remainder of the 
Industrial Park (excluding the ethanol plants) may require between approximately 1,000 
and 8,000 acre-feet of water per year, depending upon the actual water needs of the 
industries that eventually reside in the Industrial Park. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The current average annual consumptive water use in the project area of approximately 
5,060 acre-feet is supplied either by groundwater or surface water.  If the project is 
developed, then the surface water previously supplied to the project area would be shifted 
to other agricultural users outside the project area, thereby reducing groundwater used by 
those other users. 
 
The SWID General Manager, Jerry Ezell, expressed concern to URS that if the project 
area lands are taken out of agricultural production, the water received by SWID from the 
Central Valley Project (CVP) may be reduced in wetter years.  Mr. Ezell mentioned that 
the reduction would be on the order of 0.5 to 1.0 acre-foot per acre.  The project includes 
about 1,280 acres of cropland in SWID.  Thus, the reduction would be on the order of 
640 to 1,280 acre-feet in wetter years.  The nine-years of surface-water delivery data 
provided by SWID include two years (2003 and 2005) that appear to have higher than 
normal surface water deliveries to the project area (see attached Figure 1).  Reducing the 
deliveries for those two years by 640 acre-feet puts the deliveries for those two years very 
close to the deliveries for other years (e.g., 2000); thus the estimated reduction of 0.5 
acre-foot per acre appears reasonable.  Mr. Ezell stated that wetter years generally occur 
in 3 years out of 10.  Thus, for the overall project area, the average annual “wet year” 
reduction would be about 0.3 x 640 acre-feet, or 190 acre-feet.  For each of the ethanol 
plants, the average annual “wet year” reduction would be about 0.3 x 80 acre-feet, or 24 
acre-feet. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
For the overall project area, the current effective net average annual consumptive water 
use is approximately 4,870 acre-feet, which is the difference between the 5,060 acre-feet 
of average annual consumptive use and the 190 acre-feet of “wet year” supplies that will 
be eliminated if the total project area is removed from agricultural use.   
 
For each of the ethanol plants, the current effective net average annual consumptive water 
use is approximately 576 acre-feet, which is the difference between the 600 acre-feet of 
average annual consumptive use (160 acres of existing almond trees) and the 24 acre-feet 
of “wet year” supplies that will be eliminated if the 160-acre area is removed from 
agricultural use. 
 
This analysis does not include the effect of precipitation incident on the project area.  
However, that effect would likely not change the conclusion.  Currently, such 
precipitation likely reduces the groundwater withdrawn for irrigation.  However, when 
the industrial park is built, such precipitation will be collected into percolation basins that 
recharge the groundwater.  So, the effect of precipitation on the groundwater supply is 
likely about the same currently as it will be after buildout of the industrial park. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 Tables 1 and 2 
 Figure 1 
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TABLE 1
Estimate of Current Annual Cropland Consumptive Water Use

Owner 2006 Crop SWID Outlets Acres

Assumed 
Annual 
ET*** 

(inches)

Assumed Annual 
Consumptive Water 

Use              
(acre-feet)

Shafter Wasco Gin Cotton ** 127 34 360
Shafter Wasco Gin Roses ** 182 45 683
McConnell Farms Black-eyed peas 377, 4213, 4215 320 34 907
Malofy Farms Black-eyed peas 427, 4211 167 34 473
Bloenias Almonds 373, 375, 429 154 45 578
JD Property Inc Almonds 423, 425 167 45 626
Jackson & Perkins Black-eyed peas None 79 34 224
Jackson & Perkins Corn 421 235 32 627
Jackson & Perkins Roses 371 155 45 581

Totals = 1586 5058

Notes:
* Assumed 2006 crop, because fields had recently been plowed when crop survey was
  conducted on 10/19/06, and URS was not able to contact the property owner.
** This property is in the North Kern Water Storage District, and the District manager
    reported that no surface water has been used on this property since 1990 or earlier.
*** Typical crop evapotranspiration (ET) data obtained from University of California, Cooperative
     Extension, Bakersfield.



Outlet 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
T27R25S19 371 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T27R25S19 373 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T27R25S18 375 261 124 330 293 223 193 165 247 331
T27R25S18 377 195 292 264 446 418 233 436 317 265
T27R25S19 421 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80
T27R25S19 423 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T27R25S19 425 315 270 424 465 220 183 653 99 554
T27R25S18 427 10 0 0 6 90 0 277 87 107
T27R25S18 429 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 0
T27R25S18 4211 4 1 8 9 188 63 484 158 334
T27R25S18 4213 304 0 184 92 132 254 239 117 92
T27R25S18 4215 124 152 68 199 94 131 0 169 376

Totals 1213 839 1278 1510 1384 1057 2254 1194 2139

SWID Surface Water Deliveries (acre-feet)

TABLE 2
SWID Surface Water Deliveries to Project Area



FIGURE 1
SWID Surface Water Deliveries to Project Area
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1.0       Introduction 
 
1.1 Purpose of the Water Supply Assessment  
 
This report provides information necessary to complete a Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) for the City of Wasco, Rose City Industrial Park (Industrial Park) project area. 
This WSA has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill 610 (Costa); 
Chapter 643, Stats. 2001) (SB 610), which requires public water agencies, parties or 
purveyors that supply or may supply water to certain proposed development projects to 
prepare a WSA for use by the city or county government in environmental documentation 
for such projects, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
An SB 610 WSA is required for any “project” that is subject to CEQA and proposes 
residential development of more than 500 units and/or commercial development with 
more then 500,000 square feet of floor space or if the “project” will require the equivalent 
amount of water to that of 500 dwellings at 0.3 to 0.5 acre-feet per year per dwelling. The 
Industrial Park meets the applicability requirements of the SB 610 WSA requirement.  As 
the water provider for the Industrial Park, the City of Wasco is responsible for 
preparation and certification of the SB 610 WSA for the project. 
 
1.2 Industrial Park Location 
 
The Industrial Park is being proposed by the City of Wasco to provide large sized 
industrial lots with railroad access for heavier industrial uses locating in the San Joaquin 
Valley.   
 
In comparison, the City of Wasco’s existing 80-acre Industrial Park located along F 
Street, north of State Route 46 is not able to accommodate rail oriented uses.  In addition, 
due to its proximity to existing and planned residential development, the existing 
industrial park is not able to accommodate heavier types of industrial uses.  Due to its 
design, the majority of the lots in the existing Industrial Park are less than 20 acres in 
area; whereas, the lots within the proposed Rose City Industrial Park would be larger. 
 
The Industrial Park is being planned for rail oriented industrial uses.  Although some 
materials may be shipped in or out of the industrial park by way of truck, the primary 
focus will be on rail.  As a result, the lot sizes within the Industrial Park would generally 
be larger than 20 acres, with an average of 50 to 75 acres.  The Industrial Park is also 
planned to accept uses that may require lots that are 100 acres in size or greater.  Two 
corn-to-ethanol plants are proposed to be located in the Industrial Park.   
 
Rail access to the Industrial Park would be by way of a new spur line off the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe main line.  Wasco Road that presently runs parallel to the main 
railroad line would be abandoned and the spur line would be constructed in its place.  
This new main spur line would be designed to accept rail traffic originating from the 
north as well as from the south of the City of Wasco.  Two or three minor spurs would be 
constructed off the main spur. These minor spurs would provide rail service into the 
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interior of the industrial park.  A centralized transfer loading area would be constructed 
so that uses that generate lesser volumes of rail cars would still have rail access 
 
The Industrial Park would have surface access by way of Root Avenue, which would be 
constructed as an Arterial from State Route 46 to Kimberlina Avenue.  The intersections 
of Root Avenue at State Route 46 and Root Avenue at Kimberlina would be controlled 
by new traffic signals.  The Industrial Park would also have access via J Street, Sixth 
Street and Poso Avenue.  Poso Avenue and Jackson Avenue would be the primary east-
west streets within the Industrial Park. (Figure 2). 
 
Public utilities and services such as sewer and water; and, police and fire would be 
provided to the Industrial Park by the City of Wasco.  Sewer service would be provided 
by extending service mains into the park.  Package treatment or other non-septic systems 
may be used until such time as the sewer system is expanded into the park. New water 
wells would be installed within the park that would be tied into the City’s water system.  
Above ground water storage tanks would be installed to provide for emergency fire flow. 
 

Table 1 
Current and Projected Industrial Park Water Usage 

Scenario Acres 

Annual 
Usage    
(AFY) 

Annual 
Usage    

(AFY/ac)
Total Current Water Use Agriculture (Surface and GW) 1586 5058 3.19 
        
Projected Ethanol Plants Water Use 331 1420 4.29 
Projected Industrial Park Usage 1309 2961 2.26 

Total Projected Industrial Park Usage with 10% 
Reduction (including Ethanol Plants) 1640 4381 2.67 

  
1.3 City of Wasco 
 
The City of Wasco is the sole provider of potable water to the citizens within Wasco’s 
boundaries.  The distribution system consists of a network of groundwater wells that 
provide all of the potable water.  The Wasco Wastewater Treatment Plant treats an 
average of 5.2 AF of water each day. The effluent water from the plant is then sent to 
City-owned farmland and storage ponds to help recharge the groundwater through deep 
percolation.  The site of the Industrial Park is currently farmland consisting of a variety of 
crops.  Water for the site is currently supplied by both groundwater and surface water 
from adjacent canals and has a combined total average water usage of 5058 AFY. 
  
The City of Wasco will continue to provide water to its existing customers as well as 
develop new wells within the City to accommodate future growth and expansion projects 
including the Industrial Park (WMP 2007). In addition, the City will be able to expand its 
current Wastewater Treatment Facility to accommodate the new flows that will be 
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generated by the Industrial Park as well as any new developments in the area. The treated 
effluent will continue to be applied to City-owned farmland for the purposes of 
percolation into the underground aquifers (WWMP 2007). 

1.4 Documents Relied Upon in Preparing this WSA 
 
The following documents and reports, and their supporting materials, were relied upon in 
the preparation of this SB 610 WSA: 

• City of Wasco, Water Master Plan, (WMP 2007) April 2007 
• City of Wasco, Wastewater Master Plan, (WWMP 2007) April 2007 
• California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118, 2003 
• 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the City of Wasco, September 2007 
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2.0 Average/Normal Year, Single Dry Year and Multiple Dry 
Year Water Supply  Assessment 

 
Tables 2 through 9 show the projected total water supply and demand for the City of 
Wasco under various year type scenarios. Each table shows the difference between 
Wasco total supply and demand and the portion of that difference that would be required 
to meet the Industrial Park Demand.  
 
2.1 Average/Normal Year 
 
The projected total water supply and demand for Wasco’s water system during normal 
water years in five-year increments from 2010 through 2030 is summarized in Table 2. 
Table 2 also shows Industrial Park demand in normal years.  Throughout the evaluation 
period, the Industrial Park The City of Wasco‘s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan 
takes into account the additional water requirements necessary to meet the increased 
demands that will be created by the Industrial Park, including the Ethanol plants.  

 
Table 2  

Normal Year Water Supply 

Water Supply Source 
2005     

(AFY) 
2010     

(AFY) 
2015   

(AFY) 
2020   

(AFY) 
2025     

(AFY) 
2030     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 4444 7447 10140 13192 16602 20368 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 4444 7447 10140 13192 16602 20368 
Source: 2005 UWMP

2.2 Single-Dry Year 
 
The projected single dry-year water supplies and demands are provided in Table 3. These 
values represent the total water that can be supplied if a single-dry year event were to 
occur. The City of Wasco‘s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan takes into account the 
additional water requirements necessary to meet the increased demands that will be 
created by the Industrial Park, including the Ethanol plants.  

Table 3 
Projected Single-Dry Year Water Supplies 

Water Supply Source 
2005     

(AFY) 
2010     

(AFY) 
2015   

(AFY) 
2020   

(AFY) 
2025     

(AFY) 
2030     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 4444 7447 10140 13192 16602 20368 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 4444 7447 10140 13192 16602 20368 
 Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
2.3 Multiple Dry Years 
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This section shows the projected impact of a multiple-dry year period for each five-year 
period during the projection interval.  Tables 4 through 8 provide an estimate of the 
projected multiple-dry year water supplies for each five-year period. The City of Wasco‘s 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan takes into account the additional water 
requirements necessary to meet the increased demands that will be created by the 
Industrial Park, including the Ethanol plants.  
 

Table 4 
Projected Multiple Dry-Year Water Supplies 

Period Ending 2010 

Water Supply Source 
2006     

(AFY) 
2007     

(AFY) 
2008   

(AFY) 
2009   

(AFY) 
2010     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 4584 6019 6442 6937 7447 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 4584 6019 6442 6937 7447 
Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
Table 5 

Projected Multiple Dry-Year Water Supplies 
Period Ending 2015 

Water Supply Source 
2011     

(AFY) 
2012     

(AFY) 
2013   

(AFY) 
2014   

(AFY) 
2015     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 7968 8505 9027 9594 10140 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 7968 8505 9027 9594 10140 
Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
Table 6 

Projected Multiple Dry-Year Water Supplies 
Period Ending 2020 

Water Supply Source 
2016     

(AFY) 
2017     

(AFY) 
2018   

(AFY) 
2019   

(AFY) 
2020     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 10738 11349 12578 13194 13192 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 10738 11349 12578 13194 13192 
Source: 2005 UWMP 
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Table 7 
Projected Multiple Dry-Year Water Supplies 

Period Ending 2025 

Water Supply Source 
2021     

(AFY) 
2022     

(AFY) 
2023   

(AFY) 
2024   

(AFY) 
2025     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 13863 14548 15205 15919 16602 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 13863 14548 15205 15919 16602 
Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
Table 8 

Projected Multiple Dry-Year Water Supplies 
Period Ending 2030 

Water Supply Source 
2026     

(AFY) 
2027     

(AFY) 
2028   

(AFY) 
2029   

(AFY) 
2030     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 17346 18105 18829 19617 20368 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 17346 18105 18829 19617 20368 
Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
 
2.4 2030 Water Supply Reliability 

 
This section describes the reliability of the water supply in 2030 and its vulnerability to 
seasonal or climatic shortages. Table 9 represents the amount of available water that can 
be expected if any of the different scenarios were to occur. 

  
Table 9  

Water Supply Reliability for 2030 
Multiple-Dry Year 

Water Supply Source 

Normal 
Year 

(AFY) 

Single-
Year 

(AFY) 
2028  

(AFY) 
2029   

(AFY) 
2030     

(AFY) 
Groundwater 20368 20368 18829 19617 20368 
Surface Water (Recharge) 0 0 0 0 0 
Desalinated Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 20368 20368 18829 19617 20368 
Source: 2005 UWMP 
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3.0 Existing Water Supplies 
 
3.1 Groundwater 
 

3.1.1 Review of the 2005 UWMP 
 
The City of Wasco’s current boundaries encompass 5,400 acres with plans to 
expand to 10,600 acres, including 1,640 acres for the proposed Industrial Park, the 
subject of this WSA.  The study period for water supplies in the area extends 
through the year 2030 with the study’s conclusion being that water supplies 
available to customers within the coverage area are adequate over the next 20-
year planning period. 
 
3.1.2 Groundwater Basin Description 

 
The proposed Industrial Park is located within the San Joaquin Valley 
Groundwater Basin, Kern County Sub-basin. The area is located within the San 
Joaquin Valley, which constitutes the southern portion of the Great Valley 
geomorphic province. The Great Valley is a large, northwestward-trending, 
asymmetric, structural trough that has been filled with as much as six miles of 
sediment in the San Joaquin Valley. The sediments range in age from Jurassic to 
Holocene. Quaternary-aged basin deposits comprise the surficial geology 
underlying the refinery (DWR, 2006). 
 
The Kern County Groundwater sub-basin is bounded on the north by the Kern 
County line and the Tule Groundwater sub-basin, on the east and southeast by 
granitic bedrock of the Sierra Nevada foothills and Tehachapi Mountains, and on 
the southwest and west by the marine sediments of the San Emigdio Mountains 
and Coast Ranges. The Kern County sub-basin is a sufficiently separate and 
distinct water supply from a hydrological standpoint to be appropriately used as a 
focus of analysis for groundwater impacts from the proposed project.  
 
Water Bearing Formations. Sediments that comprise the shallow to intermediate 
depth water-bearing deposits in the groundwater sub-basin are primarily 
continental deposits of Tertiary and Quaternary age. From oldest to youngest the 
deposits include the Olcese and Santa Margarita Formations; the Tulare 
Formation (western sub-basin) and its eastern sub-basin equivalent, the Kern 
River Formation; older alluvium/stream deposits; and younger alluvium and 
coeval flood basin deposits. Specific yield values for the unconfined aquifer 
(Tulare and Kern River Formations and overlying alluvium) were compiled from 
two sources. The Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) San Joaquin District 
office estimates (unpublished) range from 5.3 to 19.6 percent and average 11.8 
percent for the interval from surface to Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region 300 feet 
below grade. The DWR (1977) groundwater model of Kern County listed the 
range as 8.0 to 19.5 percent with an average value of 12.4 percent representing an 
interval thickness of 175 to 2,900 feet and averaging approximately 600 feet 
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(DWR, 2006). The greatest thickness of unconfined aquifer occurs along the 
eastern sub-basin margin. The highest specific yield values are associated with 
sediments of the Kern River Fan west of Bakersfield. 
 
Olcese and Santa Margarita Formations. The origin of these Miocene-age 
deposits varies from continental to marine from east to west across the sub-basin 
(DWR, 2006). The Olcese and Santa Margarita Formations are current or 
potential sources of drinking water only in the northeastern portion of the sub-
basin where they occur as confined aquifers. The Olcese Formation is primarily 
sand, ranging in thickness from 100 to 450 feet. The Santa Margarita Formation is 
from 200 to 600 feet thick and consists of coarse sand (DWR, 2006). 
 
Tulare and Kern River Formations. These units are both Plio-Pleistocene age 
and represent a west/east facies change across the sub-basin. The Tulare 
Formation (western sub-basin) contains up to 2,200 feet of interbedded, oxidized 
to reduced sands; gypsiferous clays; and gravels derived predominantly from 
Coast Range sources. The Kern River Formation includes 500 to 2,000 feet of 
poorly sorted, lenticular deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel derived from the 
Sierra Nevada. Both units are moderately to highly permeable and yield moderate 
to large volumes of water to wells (DWR, 2006). 
 
Older Alluvium/Stream and Terrace Deposits. This unit is composed of up to 
250 feet of Pleistocene-age lenticular deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel that 
are loosely consolidated to cemented and are exposed mainly at the sub-basin 
margins. The unit is moderately to highly permeable and yields large quantities of 
water to wells (DWR, 2006). This sedimentary unit is often indistinguishable 
from the Tulare and Kern Formations below and, together with these underlying 
formations, forms the principal aquifer body in the Kern County Groundwater 
sub-basin. 
 
Younger Alluvium/Flood Basin Deposits. This Holocene-age unit varies in 
character and thickness about the sub-basin. At the eastern and southern sub-basin 
margins, the unit is composed of up to 150 feet of interstratified and 
discontinuous beds of clay, silt, sand, and gravel. In the southwestern sub-basin, it 
is finer grained and less permeable as it grades into fine-grained flood basin 
deposits underlying the historic beds of Buena Vista and Kern Lakes in the 
southern sub-basin. The flood basin deposits consist of silt, silty clay, sandy clay, 
and clay interbedded with poorly permeable sand layers. These flood basin 
deposits are difficult to distinguish from underlying finegrained older alluvium 
and the total thickness of both units may be as much as 1,000 feet. 
 
3.1.3 City of Wasco Groundwater Pumping, 2000-2005 
Currently, water delivered within the City of Wasco’s boundaries is provided via 
groundwater. Table 9 shows groundwater pumping totals for the period between 
2000 and 2005.  
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Table 10 
Historical Groundwater Production within City of Wasco  

Year 

Groundwater 
Pumped 
(AFY) 

2000 4365 
2001 4350 
2002 4458 
2003 4541 
2004 4613 
2005 4444 

Average 4462 
Source: 2005 UWMP 

 
 

3.1.4 Description of Groundwater Delivery within Wasco City Limits 
 
The City is the only provider of potable water in the area. Based on current and 
projected supply and demand data for the existing area and future expansions, 
there are no predictions of water shortages for the study period ending in the year 
2030 According to the 2007 Water Master Plan, the city currently has a potable 
water system pumping capacity of 10,410 AFY.  To meet future demands, 
expansion of the system will include new wells, storage tanks, and booster 
stations throughout the system to achieve a capacity of 28,153 AFY in the year 
2026.  

 
3.1.5 Sustainability of Existing Groundwater Supplies 

 
Groundwater Storage. Kern County Water Agency estimates the total water in 
storage in the Kern County sub-basin to be 40,000,000 AF and dewatered aquifer 
storage to be 10,000,000 AF.  
 
Water banking was initiated in the sub-basin in the early 1970s, and, as of 2000, 
seven projects contain over 3 million AF of banked water in a combined potential 
storage volume of 3.9 million AF (KCWA, 2004).  Approximately two-thirds of 
this storage is in the Kern River Fan area west of Bakersfield.  
 
The City of Wasco is located within the northerly portion of Shafter-Wasco 
Irrigation District (SWID).  SWID provides surface water to its farmers from a 
variety of sources, including a Central Valley Project Friant Unit water service 
contract and water banked in Semitropic Water Storage District (SWSD) and 
North Kern Water Storage District (NKWSD).  Surface water supplies delivered 
by SWID in any one year vary depending on hydrology, but since about 1972 the 
average depth to groundwater in SWID has been relatively stable. (See Figure 1) 
Groundwater in the vicinity of the City is also positively influenced by the 
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significant amount of water that has been banked by SWSD immediately west of 
SWID and the delivery of Kern River water by NKWSD immediately to the east 
of SWID.  
 
Groundwater Management. In June of 1993 Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District 
implemented an AB255 groundwater management plan. However, the City of 
Wasco has not created a management plan of its own. Currently, the City of 
Wasco, among numerous other agencies, is a stakeholder in the Shafter-Wasco 
Irrigation District Groundwater Management Plan.  
 
Groundwater Level Trends. Fluctuations of water levels in the wells around this 
region at different depths indicate that water moves not only within aquifers, but 
also around or through the less permeable sediments, with low permeability 
resulting in a much slower rate of movement (DWR, 2006). 
 
After experiencing cumulative changes of approximately -15 feet from 1970 
through 1978, a 15-foot increase from 1978 through 1988, and an 8-foot decrease 
from 1988 through 1997, the average sub-basin water level remains essentially 
unchanged from 1970 to 2000. However, net water level changes in different 
portions of the sub-basin were quite variable from 1970 to 2000. These changes 
ranged from increases of over 30 feet at the southeast valley margin and in the 
Lost Hills/Buttonwillow areas to decreases of over 25 and 50 feet in the 
Bakersfield area and McFarland/Shafter areas, respectively (DWR, 2006).  
 

Figure 1 
Average Depth to Groundwater in Shafter Wasco ID 

 
Source: http://www.swid.org/water_banking.htm 
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3.2    Additional Water Supplies 
 

Currently, the City of Wasco does not have any rights to additional sources of water and, 
according to the UWMP, does not anticipate any future acquisitions of said rights.  
 
3.3 Water Recycling 
 
Currently, the City of Wasco operates a Wastewater Treatment Plant that treats an 
average of 1,900 AFY.  The water is treated to secondary standards and is then sent to 
City-owned farmland and storage ponds via pipes and open ditches.  Once received, the 
water is used for crop irrigation as well as percolation.  The City intends to expand the 
current treatment facility to accommodate flows from the Industrial Park as well as other 
developments in the service area.  
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4.0 Determination of Adequcy of City of Wasco Water   
Supply 

 
For the study period of the UWMP 2005, the supply projections indicate that the 
demands for the industrial park and ethanol plants will be met.  

 
Future projects within the City of Wasco service area will help maintain a continual 
surplus of water for the entire system. With continued implementation of the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan, the City will be able to provide for the future needs of its 
customers throughout the area. In conclusion, with the current management practices, the 
City of Wasco will be able to provide an adequate water supply to the Industrial Park 
without causing any adverse affects to the existing system and customers. 



DRAFT 
City of Wasco                                                              SB 610 Water Supply Assessment 

Figure 2 
City of Wasco 
Location Map 

 
 



DRAFT 
City of Wasco                                                              SB 610 Water Supply Assessment 

16 
P:\18715118-Wasco\Admin Final EIR\FEIR document\Updated Appendices\E - Updated SB 610 Analysis\SB 610 WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT-WASCO DRAFT-9-
19-07.doc 

Figure 3 
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Location Map 
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The City of Wasco Rose City Industrial Park Project 
 

Updated Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that a lead agency (City of Wasco) adopt a program for 
monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental effects (14 California Code of Regulations 15097). 
 
The following pages present this program for the Rose City Industrial Park project, and list each mitigation measure identified in the 
Final EIR, along with an assignment of responsibility for implementation.  Parties responsible for reviewing and inspecting the plans 
and implementation for each measure are also identified.  The relative timing—placing the mitigation measure in the context of a 
particular project component—for each mitigation is also shown. 
 
Abbreviations for agencies identified in the program are as follows: 
 
Applicant City of Wasco 
 
CDFG  California Department of Fish and Game 
 
City  City of Wasco 
 
County  Kern County 
 
NAHC  Native American Heritage Commission 
 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



 
Rose City Industrial Park Project  Updated Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

CATEGORY 1 - MITIGATION MEASURES WHICH FULLY MITIGATE IMPACTS 

 2

 

Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Alteration of existing rural agrarian 
visual character 

The City requires as part of the Precise Development Plan process the 
submittal of landscaping and irrigation plans.  These plans are required 
to be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect.  The City’s standards 
call for the use of drought tolerant plant species.  The intent of the 
landscaping is to moderate views of the open areas of the plant site 
rather than shielding views of the structures.   
 
In order to diminish aesthetic impacts of the ethanol plants, landscape 
buffering along the perimeter of the project area along Hwy 46, Root 
Ave., and Kimberlina Ave. shall include berming and the use of 
landscaping. All developments within the project area will be subject to 
a Community Facilities District or Landscape and Lighting District for 
the long-term maintenance of the landscape areas.  The operators of 
these project specific sites will be required to maintain the landscaping 
in a healthful growing state and to maintain the irrigation systems in a 
good state of repair.  A 20-foot landscape buffer shall also be dedicated 
to the City of Wasco along the north, east, and south boundary of the 
project as detailed in Mitigation Measure AG-3: Agricultural Buffer. 

Landscaping shall emphasize drought tolerant, native plant species. No 
plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California 
Native Plant Society, the California Exotic Pest Plant Council, or as 
may be identified from time to time by the State of California shall be 
employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. No plant 

Applicant City Prior to any ground 
disturbance 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

species listed as ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. 
Federal Government shall be utilized within the property. 

In addition to ameliorating the visual effects of the project specific 
sites, landscape and irrigation plans will be required for each use within 
the Industrial Park.  These plans are required by the Precise 
Development Plan process. 

Mitigation Measure AES-2: New sources of substantial light and 
glare  
Future development shall incorporate the use of lighting that meets the 
following guidelines, to the extent that safe working conditions are not 
adversely impacted: 
 

• Exterior Yard Lights to be full cutoff fixtures; i.e., there 
should be no light emitted above the horizontal and not 
much light (generally less than four percent) at angles 
greater than 75 degrees above the vertical. 

 
• Streetlights should be flat-lens, full cutoff fixtures installed 

in a level position and should be rated “Dark Sky Friendly” 
by the International Dark Sky Association.  Energy efficient 
sodium lamps should be used.  They should be mounted at a 
height of 30 feet or at the lowest height allowed by 
applicable codes. 

  
• Exterior lighting originating on a property should be limited 

to a maximum of 0.5-foot candles at a distance of 25 feet 

Applicant City Prior to 
Construction 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

beyond the property lines. 

• Advertising signs should be illuminating from above and 
should be off between 11 p.m. and sunrise unless the 
business is open to the public at that time. 

Implementation of these measures will reduce light pollution in order to 
preserve and protect the nighttime environment and dark skies through 
appropriate outdoor lighting. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3, Agricultural Buffer: A 20-foot landscape 
buffer shall be dedicated to the City of Wasco along the north, east, and 
south boundary of the project. The buffer shall have a uniform design 
along the entire length to achieve aesthetic appeal and recognition as 
the Rose City Industrial Park, and as a buffer to dust and pesticide drift 
from agricultural operations.  In order to effectively provide a buffer to 
dust and pesticide drift, hedgerows of trees will be placed along or 
within the landscape area. 

The 20-foot buffer is in addition to the required total right-of-way 
needed for the roads bordering the Rose City Industrial Park (SR 46, 
Root Avenue, and Kimberlina Road). This will result in a total buffer 
width of 130 feet. Road right-of-way landscaping adjacent to the 
industrial park will be designed and planted to inhibit trespassing, and 
to the extent possible, reduce dust and pesticide drift, while allowing 
visual access to the agricultural fields.  The City of Wasco shall request 
that Caltrans adhere to these conditions within their right-of-way on SR 
46.  

Applicant City Prior to 
Construction 



 
Rose City Industrial Park Project  Updated Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

CATEGORY 1 - MITIGATION MEASURES WHICH FULLY MITIGATE IMPACTS 

 5

Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

A community service district or similar funding mechanism will be 
established to pay for the maintenance of the landscape buffer which all 
projects within the Rose City Industrial Park will be required to pay 
their fair-share.  Lands adjacent to the road rights of way will be 
required to dedicate lands for right of way and for the landscape buffer. 
The lands within the industrial park will be assessed via a mechanism 
that will pay for irrigation, maintenance and replacement of landscaping 
thus insuring maintenance of the buffer. In addition to the agricultural 
buffer, during the Precise Development Plan (PDP) review process, site 
layouts for parcels adjacent to the agricultural operations will be 
evaluated for opportunities to further reduce potential impacts to or 
from agricultural operations such as placing outside activities at a 
greater distance from agricultural operations. 

Mitigation Measure AG-4: All development, planning and related 
design activities must be coordinated with SWID so as not to disrupt 
water deliveries and/or SWID maintenance activities to agricultural 
lands remaining in production. 

Applicant 

 
City 

 
SWID 

 

Prior to issuance 
of building 

permits 

Mitigation Measure BIO 1-a: Per California Fish and Game Codes 
3503 and 3503.5 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 
703-712), if ground disturbance is scheduled during the typical avian 
nesting season (March 1 to August 31), each work site (including 
access routes) and the areas within 150 feet from the work site will be 
surveyed by a qualified biologist for the presence of nesting bird 
species. A qualified biologist is someone who has experience working 
with the species included in the mitigation discussion. Surveys would 
be conducted at each work site within two weeks prior to the 

Applicant 

City 

CDFG 

USFWS 

Prior to issuance 
of building 

permits 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

commencement of ground disturbing activities. 

If nesting birds are present, a buffer zone would be established around 
the perimeter of the nest substrate (tree, shrub, herb, etc.).  If nesting 
birds-of-prey are found to be present (orders Falconiformes and 
Strigiformes), a buffer zone would be established to include a 150-foot 
radius around the perimeter of the nest substrate. Ground disturbance 
would not be conducted within designated buffer areas until all 
observed nesting activities are completed. A qualified biologist, 
deemed acceptable to the Department of Fish and Game, would 
determine nesting status.  Pre-construction surveys would not be 
required if ground disturbance is scheduled outside the typical avian 
nesting season (September 1-February 28). 
 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-b: If construction is proposed during the 
burrowing owl breeding season (February 1 through August 31), each 
applicant/developer for construction projects within the Plan Area shall 
conduct a focused survey for active burrows within 30 days prior to the 
beginning of the construction activities. A biologist who is qualified to 
recognize burrowing owls, suitable burrows, and evidence of 
burrowing owl activity shall conduct the surveys. If active nests are 
found, no construction activities shall take place within 250 feet of the 
nest until the young have fledged. Burrows that cannot be avoided shall 
be removed during the non-breeding season (September 1 to January 
31) in accordance with CDFG protocols (CDFG 1995). If no active 
nests are found during focused surveys then no further mitigation will 

Applicant 

City 

CDFG 

USFWS 

Prior to issuance 
of building 

permits 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

be required.  

If burrows are removed as a result of construction and there is suitable 
habitat available in the project area, owls shall be passively relocated. 
Owls will be excluded from occupied burrows to alternate natural or 
artificial burrows that are more than 250 feet from the construction 
work area and that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres 
of foraging habitat for each pair of relocated owls. Relocation of owls 
should only be implemented during the non-breeding season 
(September 1 through January 31). On-site preservation of foraging 
habitat adjacent to any relocated owls shall be protected in a 
conservation easement and managed to promote burrowing owl use of 
the site. CDFG approval would be required for the habitat conservation 
easement.  

If there is no suitable habitat on-site the applicant could purchase 
burrowing owl habitat mitigation credits from a conservation bank 
approved by the CDFG. Off-site habitat must provide suitable 
burrowing owl habitat. Land shall be purchased and /or placed in a 
conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to main suitable 
habitat. Off-site mitigation shall use the following ratios: 

• Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 
times 6.6 (9.75) acres per pair or single bird. 

• Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to 
currently occupied habitat: 2 times 6.5 (13.0) acres per pair 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

or single bird.  

• Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied 
habitat: 3 times 6.5 (19.5) acres per pair or single bird.  

A. The replacement of burrowing owl habitat 
required by this measure would reduce 
potentially significant impacts to this species 
to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-c: Potential direct effects on the San 
Joaquin kit fox due to the construction of the proposed project includes 
loss, fragmentation and degradation of foraging habitat and interference 
with the movement of the kit fox through the Project Area as 
individuals move between suitable breeding and foraging habitat. There 
would be a permanent loss of approximately 307.7 acres of potential 
foraging habitat (297.0 acres of orchards 10.7 acres of annual 
grassland) for the kit fox within the two ethanol sites, and 1,197 acres 
within the remaining project area.  The Industrial Project will not be 
able to provide natural movement corridors as the corridors must 
contain prime kit fox habitat, i.e. saltbrush scrub or annual grassland.   

This compensation can be accomplished through the purchase of 
mitigation credits at any approved USFS mitigation bank such as Kern 
Water Bank, or the Semitropic Reserve, or other future banks 
developed during the buildout of the industrial park, or suitable 
foraging habitat preserved by the city in perpetuity. Additional 
mitigation opportunities may be available through The Center for 
Natural Lands Management (CNLM).  The CNLM manages the 

Applicant 

City 

CDFG 

USFWS 

Prior to issuance 
of building 

permits 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

Semitropic Ridge Preserve (http://www.cnlm.org/semitropic.html). The 
USFWS would prefer the purchase of a parcel (with subsequent 
easement) rather than having the project go through a conservation 
bank, because the project is so large that the available acreage at 
whichever conservation bank the project compensated at would be 
substantially reduced. Their kit fox recovery strategy is a 
metapopulation strategy that seeks to connect core and satellite 
population areas by preserving corridors. Compensation for loss of kit 
fox foraging habitat within the Industrial Park will be to preserve kit 
fox foraging habitat of comparable value at 1.1:1 ratio for the first 100 
yards of the perimeter of orchards, 1.1:1 for annual and perennial row 
crops and fallow fields, and 3:1 for the annual grassland.   

Each project will be required to provide evidence to the City of Wasco 
that they fulfilled their required kit fox habitat mitigation, prior to the 
issuance of grading permits or any other groundbreaking activity.  
Phased projects can defer kit fox mitigation until prior to 
groundbreaking on future phases.  These areas must remain in fallow or 
in agricultural production and cannot be used for storage or 
construction of any kind.  The City of Wasco can require fulfillment of 
kit fox mitigation if such activity is observed and not corrected upon 
written request. 

 

To further minimize/avoid impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the 
following measures will be implemented prior to any construction 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

within the Plan Area: 

• Pre-construction surveys shall be performed, consistent with 
the USFWS recommendations prior to or during any ground 
disturbance (USFWS 1999). 

• Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct an 
education and training session for all construction 
personnel.  All individuals who will be involved in the site 
preparation for construction will be present. 

• Because dawn to dusk are often the times when the San 
Joaquin kit fox are most active foraging and dispersing, all 
construction activities shall cease one half hour before 
sunset and shall not begin prior to one half hour before 
sunrise.  Except when necessary for driver or pedestrian 
safety, lighting of the Plan Area by artificial lighting during 
nighttime hours shall be minimized the maximum extent 
possible. 

• Use of rodenticides and herbicides within the Plan Area 
shall be utilized in such a manner to prevent primary or 
secondary poisoning of listed species, and the depletion of 
prey populations on which they depend.  All users of such 
compounds shall observe label and other restrictions 
mandated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
the California Department of pesticide Regulation. 
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By 
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Mitigation Measure Bio 1-d: Focused plant surveys will be conducted 
in the annual grassland habitat in Assessor Parcel 072-120-18-1 prior to 
development of this area.  Surveys will be conducted according to the 
protocol recommended by the California Native Plant Society and shall 
be timed to coincide with the optimal period for identification of 
special status plant species with potential to occur in the Plan Area. 
California Native Plant Society and shall be timed to coincide with the 
optimal period for identification of the following special status plant 
species with potential to occur in the Plan Area: 

• California Jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus), CNPS List 
1B.2 

• Earlimart Orache (Atriplex erecticaulis), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Heartscale (Atriplex cordulata), CNPS List 1B.2 
• Kern Mallow (Eremalche kernensis), FE, CNPS List 1B.1 
• Subtle Orache (Atriplex subtilis), CNPS List 1B.2 

If any of these species are found and impacts to them cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the 
CDFG to determine appropriate mitigation and comply with the 
identified requirements as part of the subsequent CEQA review 
required for future projects within the industrial park. A detailed 
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to 
ensure no net loss of special status plant species shall be developed, as 
necessary.   

Applicant 

City 

CDFG 

USFWS 

Prior to issuance 
of building 

permits 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-e: Preconstruction surveys for the giant 
kangaroo rat, blunt-nosed leopard lizard and coast horned lizard in 

Applicant  
City 

Prior to 
Construction 
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By 
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annual grasslands of the Plan Area will be conducted prior to any 
groundbreaking. If these species are encountered during 
preconstruction surveys, the CDFG will immediately be contacted, and 
consulted to determine appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigatefor impacts to this species. During consultation the appropriate 
level of mitigation for impacts to habitat for these species will be 
developed to reduce the level of impact less than significant. Mitigation 
for the kit fox may be used to mitigate for these species. If these species 
are not observed during the preconstruction surveys than no additional 
mitigation measures will be necessary. 

 
CDFG 

 
USFWS 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-f: Preconstruction surveys for California 
red-legged frog in suitable habitat (tail ponds with emergent 
vegetation) will be conducted in the Plan Area prior to any 
construction, required as part of the subsequent CEQA review required 
for futures projects. If these species are encountered during 
preconstruction surveys, the CDFG will immediately be contacted, and 
consulted to determine appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigation for impacts to this species. During consultation the 
appropriate level of mitigation for impacts to habitat for this species 
will be developed to reduce the level of impact less than significant. If 
these species are not observed during the preconstruction surveys than 
no additional mitigation measures will be necessary. 

Applicant 

City 
 

CDFG 
 

USFWS 
 
 
 

Prior to 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure Bio 1-g: Potential impacts to wildlife and habitats 
as a result of project lighting shall be mitigated with the following 
measures: Applicant 

City 
 

OSHA 

Prior to 
Construction 
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• The lighting system will be designed and installed to meet 
OSHA minimum standards while keeping light emissions to a 
minimum. Lighting fixtures will be placed to offer maximum 
illumination of operating work areas in compliance with OSHA 
standards while minimizing offsite illumination.   

• Exterior lighting on structures will be shielded to direct light 
downward.  This will reduce the potential for birds to collide 
with structures. 

• The lighting of project facilities will be designed, installed, and 
maintained to prevent side casting of light towards adjoining 
agricultural lands. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1: The identified buildings along Wasco 
Avenue/J Street, within the southwest quarter of Section 18 shall 
undergo a historic resource evaluation at the time the buildings would 
be impacted by development of that parcel in the Industrial Project 
area. This shall be conducted as part of a separate CEQA analysis for 
that future project to determine the significance of the impact and 
establish mitigation measures necessary to achieve a less than 
significant impact, including the development of a cultural resources 
management plan if they are determined eligible and preservation of 
these resources is feasible. 

Applicant 

Qualified 
Archaeologist 

 
 

At time of 
discovery.  

Construction 
must stop at area 

of discovery. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: If, during the course of construction within 
the Industrial Project area, cultural materials are unexpectedly 
uncovered, the Client shall contact a qualified archeologist to inspect 
the material and coordinate with the Client to suspend or redirect 
construction work until the significance of the material is determined, 
and the location is cleared for further construction work. 

Applicant 

Qualified 
Archaeologist 

 
 

At time of 
discovery.  

Construction 
must stop at area 

of discovery. 
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By 

 
Timing 

Mitigation Measure CR-3: If human remains are discovered during 
the project, the specific protocol, guidelines and channels of 
communication outlined by the NAHC, and in accordance with Section 
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.98 of the PRC 
(Chapter 1492, Statutes of 1982, Senate Bill 297), and Senate Bill 447 
(Chapter 44, Statutes of 1987) will be followed. Section 7050.5 (c) will 
guide the potential Native American involvement, in the event of 
discovery of human remains, at the direction of the County Coroner. If 
the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her 
authority and if the coroner recognizes the remains to be those of a 
Native American, or has reason to believe that they are those of a 
Native American, he or she will contact the NAHC by telephone within 
24 hours. 

Applicant 

Qualified 
Archaeologist 

 
County Coroner 

 
NAHC 

At time of 
discovery.  

Construction 
must stop at area 

of discovery. 

Mitigation Measure PR-1: If fossils are encountered in the quaternary 
alluvium within the Industrial Project area, it is unlikely that they 
would be recognized as a significant paleontological resource. In the 
event that a potential significant paleontological resource is discovered 
during the ground-disturbing activities, the Client shall contact a 
qualified paleontologist who will be called to the site to evaluate the 
significance of the finding to ensure that proper preservation protocols 
are completed, until the significance of the material is determined, and 
the location is cleared for further construction work. 

Applicant Qualified 
Paleontologist 

At time of 
discovery.  

Construction 
must stop at area 

of discovery. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: During development of specific parcels, 
the following mitigation activities shall be conducted: 

 
• Soil testing shall be conducted and an encroachment permit 

Applicant City Prior to 
Construction 
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shall be obtained from the City Public Works Department prior 
to any soil disturbance activities within the Wasco Avenue 
right-of-way.  If soil is found to contain lead concentrations 
higher than acceptable action levels for industrial use, 
remediation shall occur, or administrative controls shall be 
required, to limit exposure to such concentrations. 

• Prior to development of each parcel, soil samples shall be tested 
for pesticides and metals.  If development will involve worker 
exposure to soil near current or former structures, or to soil in 
any areas that become apparent as possible former agricultural 
chemical mixing or storage areas, the density of soil sampling 
shall be greater in such areas.  The density of soil sampling shall 
be greater in areas of former structures and in any areas that 
become apparent as possible former agricultural chemical 
mixing or storage areas.  If soil is found to contain pesticide or 
metals concentrations greater than acceptable action levels for 
industrial use, remediation shall occur, or administrative 
controls shall be required, to limit exposure to such 
concentrations. 

•  Hazardous material surveys of structures constructed prior to 
1980 shall be conducted prior to renovation or demolition.  If 
the structures are found to contain hazardous materials, they 
shall be abated in accordance with all applicable legal 
requirements. 

• The utility company shall handle any renovation or 
abandonment of electrical transformers.  If leakage is apparent, 
the soil below the transformer shall be tested for PCBs. If soil is 
found to contain PCB concentrations higher than acceptable 
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Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

action levels for industrial use, remediation shall occur, or 
administrative controls shall be required, to limit exposure to 
such concentrations. 

AQ-4: The primary emission sources for ethanol plants should be 
located at least 743 meters from any sensitive receptors.  Setback 
distances appropriate to other types of emissions sources need to be 
determined in the permitting process for individual facilities. 

Applicant City Prior to/During 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure AQ-6. Apply the offsets approved by the 
SJVAPCD to the emissions from criteria pollutants. 

Applicant City 
SJVAPCD 

Prior to/During 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure GS-3: No development shall be approved in the 
Industrial Park unless the development will be served by the City sewer 
system. Temporary on-site sewage disposal systems may be allowed if 
studies provided can show no impact to ground water. 

Applicant City Prior to 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: All development, future and project 
specific alike, shall comply with Policy 1 and Policy 9 of the 
Conservation and Open Space element of the Wasco General Plan, to 
ensure methods to protect the water supply from degradation.   

The requirement to obtain a WDRs permit from the RWQCB will 
minimize potentially significant impacts to water quality that may 
result from the development of the Industrial Project area and project 
specific sites. 

As noted in the discussion of Impact HYDRO-1, wastewater generated 
by the ethanol plants, and potentially the overall industrial park, will 
eventually be discharged to the Wasco POTW for treatment.  Treated 
wastewater is discharged to land for irrigation and/or percolation.  To 

Applicant 

 
 

City/County 
 
 

Prior to 
Construction 



 
Rose City Industrial Park Project  Updated Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

CATEGORY 1 - MITIGATION MEASURES WHICH FULLY MITIGATE IMPACTS 

 17

Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 
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By 
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protect water quality, the Wasco POTW operates under discharge 
requirements set forth by the RWQCB and these requirements include 
meeting wastewater quality standards and periodic monitoring of the 
local groundwater. 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: In recognition of declining 
groundwater levels in the project area, mitigation will be provided for 
net water demand (i.e., water usage minus subsequent wastewater 
recharge to groundwater) that exceeds 90-percent of the existing net 
water demand for the properties that have been developed for industrial 
uses.  The actual amount of mitigation will depend on the actual annual 
amount of net water use within the industrial park.  Such mitigation 
shallconsist of fallowing additional cropland within the overall 
Industrial Park project area (in the short term until the entire Industrial 
Park is developed for industrial uses), or enhancing groundwater 
recharge within the Industrial Park (e.g., using stormwater collection 
basins in non-rainy months) in compliance with Policy 2 of the 
Conservation and Open Space section of the Wasco General Plan.  The 
recharged water will consist of surface water purchased from Shafter-
Wasco Irrigation District or North Kern Water Storage District.  Such 
mitigation may cease in the future if additional land within the 
Industrial Park is converted to industry that requires relatively low net 
water demand, such that the combined net groundwater demand for the 
ethanol plant(s) and the other industries is no more than 90-percent of 
the pre-project net water demand. 

At full buildout, the overall Industrial Park will provide mitigation if 
the net water demand exceeds 4,380 acre-feet per year (i.e., 90-percent 

Applicant City Upon completion 
of the project 
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of 4,870 acre-feet per year).  The result of this mitigation will be to 
have net water usage in the Industrial Park less than 90 percent of 
current usage levels. 

To facilitate this mitigation, water usage must be metered for all new 
development within the Industrial Park and project specific areas.  The 
City shall produce an annual report by February 28 of each year, 
summarizing the metered water use and wastewater discharge for the 
project area for the previous calendar year; if the metered water use 
minus the wastewater discharge for the previous calendar year exceeds 
90-percent of the pre-project net water demand, then mitigation shall be 
provided for the excess amount prior to February 28 of the second year 
following the previous calendar year; the mitigation method and 
quantity shall be reported in the next annual report. 

New water supply wells serving the project area shall be located at least 
2,500 feet from the City Limits.  In addition, the City of Wasco shall 
provide notice of municipal supply well construction to property 
owners outside the City Limits, but within one mile of the new well, at 
least 3 months in advance.  The notice shall provide at least 30 days 
within which the property owner can notify the City of a pre-existing 
well within one mile of the new well that may be impacted by the new 
well.  Upon such notification, the City shall assess the water production 
rate of the pre-existing well prior to operation of the new well and 
again after the new well has been placed into full-time operation.  If the 
water production rate of the pre-existing well is reduced, or costs are 
increased, by operation of the new well such that the pre-existing well 
will no longer provide sufficient water for existing land uses or planned 
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uses for which permits have been granted, then the City shall make the 
owner of the pre-existing well whole. 

Mitigation Measure N-3: In order to avoid noise impacts from future 
uses in the Industrial Project area, particularly near its northwestern 
border near existing residences, the Planning Department shall require 
an acoustical analysis with the application for each Precise 
Development Plan within 1,000 feet of any existing residences.  The 
analysis shall demonstrate that noise levels at the nearest residences 
will not exceed 65 dBA Ldn, through site design, source noise 
reduction measures, the use of noise barriers, or a combination of 
measures.  The acoustical analysis shall be approved by the Planning 
Director prior to the issuance of any Precise Development Plan for an 
industrial use that would be generating the noise. 

Applicant City 
Prior to issuance 

of building 
permits 

Mitigation Measure N-4: Construction Noise: Grading and 
construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturday and Sunday, if within a 1,000 feet of residential development, 
in order to reduce construction noise impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

Applicant City During 
construction 

Mitigation Measure N-5: Cumulative Highway Traffic Noise: The 
City of Wasco shall continue its planning efforts, and its development 
review procedures, implementing the policies in the City Noise 
Element.  These include prohibiting and discouraging the development 
of residential or noise sensitive uses in areas that will be subject to 

Applicant City 

Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 
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Timing 

excessive noise levels. In particular, the City shall work to restrict 
residential development in areas that are known to be subject to future 
noise impacts.  The City shall also continue requiring developers of 
noise generating land uses to incorporate appropriate mitigation 
measures in their project design as part of the development approval 
process. Appropriate noise studies shall be required for all development 
proposals near these roadways to determine if noise levels exceed the 
applicable standard and to identify appropriate mitigation to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  The only current road segment 
near existing residences that could create a noise impact to residences is 
SR 43 between Jackson and Poso and to a lesser extent from Poso to 
SR 46.As Caltrans implements highway improvements in the future, it 
will incorporate noise mitigation measures, such as walls, to protect 
existing residences or noise sensitive uses as required by FHWA 
regulations to reduce noise levels when a project will exceed existing 
noise levels by 12 dBA.  Careful planning by the City, with input from 
Caltrans, should minimize, or may eliminate, the need for extensive 
noise walls in the City. 

Implemented together, these measures will reduce the cumulative 
impact of future noise levels from highway traffic to below 
significance. 

Mitigation Measure PS-1:  The project will be required to install 
private fire alarms and fire suppression systems. Installation of these 
private systems may lessen pressure on fire protection services by 
allowing for increased response times from existing services. 

Applicant City 
Fire Department 

Prior to 
occupancy 

Transportation and Traffic    
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Impacts TR-1 through TR-15 (below) shall be mitigated by all 
development in the Rose Industrial Park.  Individual Projects shall 
submit a Traffic Impact Study as part of their Precise Development 
Plan (PDP) application that identifies the number of trips the project 
will generate and the cumulative trips generated by the project plus all 
projects within the Rose Industrial Park with an approved PDP.  The 
project's fair share percent for traffic improvements will be calculated 
based on their portion of the Rose Industrial Park’s fair share 
percentage for the improvements as listed on tables IV-N-10.1 and 10.2 
in the Transportation and Traffic section of this EIR.  The cost for these 
improvements will be calculated by the City of Wasco and a fair share 
cost based on trip generation will be published.  If the cumulative trips 
calculated in the TIS triggers an LOS below level of Service D at any 
of the identified intersections or road segments listed in tables IV-N-
10.1 and 10.2, the City of Wasco shall place the project on its Capital 
Improvement Plan and initiate design and identify funds available from 
the Rose Industrial Park Traffic Impact Fund and other sources for the 
improvement(s). 

Mitigation Measure TR-1: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at an acceptable level of service with the installation of a traffic signal 
at the intersection.  Analysis of peak hour traffic signal warrants 
revealed that the intersection is not projected to warrant installation of 
traffic signal at the intersection at this time.  The City of Wasco should 
monitor the intersection and evaluate signal warrants based on delay 
and safety.  Traffic signal should be installed when it becomes 
warranted.  The two ethanol plants shall pay their fair share towards the 
cost of signalizing this intersection. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
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Mitigation Measure TR-2: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by widening the westbound approach to 
provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane.  Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D

Mitigation Measure TR-3: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by widening the northbound approach to 
provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D 

Mitigation Measure TR-4: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by installation of traffic signal at the 
intersection.  In addition, the eastbound and westbound approaches will 
need to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane. Each project 
developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-5: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by installation of traffic signal at the 
intersection.  Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial 
Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to 
mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-6: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by widening the eastbound and 
westbound approaches to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane 
and exclusive right-turn lane. In addition, the northbound approach will 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 
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need to be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane, 
exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  Implementation 
of the above lane configuration will necessitate two receiving lanes on 
the north leg of the intersection.  In addition, the southbound approach 
will need to be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-turn 
lane, exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane with an 
overlap phase. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial 
Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to 
mitigate this impact. 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-7: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by widening the northbound approach to 
provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane and exclusive right-turn 
lane.  In addition the southbound approach will also need to be widened 
to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The traffic signal will also need 
to be modified to provide protected left-turn phases on all approaches.  
The intersection of J Street/SR 46 and SR 43/SR 46 will need to be 
coordinated. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial 
Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to 
mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-8: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels of service by widening the northbound approach to 
provide an additional exclusive through lane.  Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would require the south leg of the intersection to be 
widened to receive two northbound through lanes. Each project 
developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
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Mitigation Measure TR-9: The intersection can be restored to operate 
at acceptable levels by widening the northbound approach to provide an 
additional exclusive left-turn lane and exclusive through lane.  The 
southbound approach will also need to be widened to provide an 
additional exclusive left-turn lane.  In addition the eastbound approach 
will also need to be widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane.  The 
traffic signal at the intersection will also need to be modified to provide 
an overlap phase for the eastbound right-turns and protected left-turns 
on all approaches. Each project developed within the Rose City 
Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this 
EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-10: The delay on the minor street approach 
(eastbound and westbound approaches on Jackson Avenue), are 
projected to experience significant delay due to heavy volumes on SR 
43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, installation of 
traffic signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal 
warrant.  It is recommended that City of Wasco monitor this 
intersection to determine when to install a traffic signal based on delay 
and accident warrants.  Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection 
is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable levels. Each 
project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their 
fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-11: The delay on the minor street approach 
(eastbound and westbound approaches on Prospect Avenue), are 
projected to experience significant delay due to heavy volumes on SR 
43.  Based on the traffic projected at the intersection, installation of a 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 
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traffic signal is not warranted based on peak hour volume signal 
warrants.  It is recommended that the City of Wasco monitor this 
intersection to determine when to install a traffic signal based on delay 
and accident warrants.  Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection 
is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable levels. 

If the signal is not installed at the intersection, the City of Wasco 
should consider providing limited access (right-in and right-out only) 
along Prospect Avenue.  Providing limited access to Prospect Avenue, 
is projected to restore the level of service to acceptable levels at the 
intersection. Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial 
Park will pay their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to 
mitigate this impact. 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-12: The intersection can be restored to 
operate at acceptable levels of service by widening the eastbound and 
westbound approaches to provide two exclusive left-turn lanes, 
exclusive through lane and exclusive right-turn lane.  The eastbound 
and westbound right-turn lanes will have to be designed to provide an 
overlap phase.  In addition, the northbound and southbound approaches 
need to be widened to provide an additional exclusive left-turn lane. 
Each project developed within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay 
their fair-share contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this 
impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-13: The roadway segment can be restored to 
acceptable levels of service by widening the roadway segment to 
provide two-lanes in both directions. Each project developed within the 

Applicant City 
When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
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Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as 
defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

an LOS below 
level of Service D

 

Mitigation Measure TR-14: The roadway segment can be restored to 
acceptable levels of service by widening the roadway segment to 
provide two-lanes in both directions. Each project developed within the 
Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as 
defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-15: The roadway segment can be restored to 
acceptable levels of service by widening the roadway segment to 
provide three-lanes in both directions. Each project developed within 
the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share contribution as 
defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D
 

Mitigation Measure TR-16 

The intersection can be restored to operate at acceptable levels of 
service by widening the eastbound approach to add an additional 
exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection.  The intersection can also be 
mitigated by installation of traffic signal. Each project developed 
within the Rose City Industrial Park will pay their fair-share 
contribution as defined in this EIR to mitigate this impact. 

Applicant City 

When cumulative 
trips calculated in 
the TIS triggers 
an LOS below 

level of Service D

 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-1: Ethanol and other industrial plants 
planned for the project site must meet POTW water quality standards, Applicant City 

Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

including pre-treating wastewater prior to discharge to the city’s 
sanitary sewer network, if necessary.   Best management practices for 
reducing wastewater volume shall be employed. 

 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-3a: Capacity of Wasco’s Wastewater 
system 
 
The City of Wasco shall increase capacity of their wastewater system 
through development of new wastewater treatment infrastructure shall 
be consistent with the requirements of the Sewer Master Plan 
developed by Harris and Associates (April 2007), development of a 
package treatment facility within the Industrial Park, or requiring on-
site treatment of wastewater consistent with mitigation measure UTIL-
3b, or combination to meet the additional demand generated by the 
Industrial Park. 
 

Industrial Park Development Improvements to Extend Wastewater Service 
to Industrial Park 

 Pipelines 

A Replace 8,000 feet of existing 15-inch w/ 24-inch sewer pipeline 
B Construct 1,600 feet of 18-inch sewer pipeline as noted in the City of 

Wasco Sewer Master Plan. 
 Structures 

C Construct 20 large diameter sewer manholes 
 

Railroad Crossings 

D Construct 2 36-inch tunnels 
All industries, including food processors, with high waste strength 

Applicant City 
Prior to 

construction 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

wastewater, will be required to pre-treat their wastewater prior to 
discharge into any City system.  Data on a project’s wastewater shall be 
submitted for each Precise Development Plan to be able to evaluate the 
potential impact to the City’s capacity and ability to handle the waste 
stream and the level of pre-treatment needed, if any, for that project. 
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3b: Interim Wastewater Treatment 
 
Until extension of the wastewater system is completed to supply 
service to the Rose City Industrial Park, all development will be 
required to install package treatment plants to process wastewater 
generated by their facilities.  Facilities can be shared if additional 
capacity can be demonstrated.  Septic systems will not be permitted. 
Treated wastewater will be discharged either to evaporation/percolation 
ponds or to land for irrigation.  Development of the Industrial park 
must be phased so that sufficient land is preserved for this purpose. 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-4:  Each facility will be required to 
maintain stormwater onsite. The total runoff for a one hundred year 
frequency for the ethanol site will be approximately 83 acre-feet of 
water. The facility shall be designed to detain 83 acre-fee of water on 
site. A detention basin for this site can be established by dedicating 12 
acres of the land to a stormwater management facility with a 10-acre 
basin at a 15-foot depth.The remaining industrial park (1,300 acres) is 
estimated to require a shared stormwater facility of approximately 20 
acres (20-foot depth) or individual sites of 1.2 acres for 30-acre 
industrial sites. 

Applicant City 

Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Preserve Agricultural Land  

The City of Wasco will create Agricultural Conservation Easements on 
the 415 acres of agricultural land the city currently owns for the release 
of their treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant. The City 
of Wasco will also encourage and assist all Williamson Act Contract 
holders within the Industrial Park that submit a contract cancellation 
application to enter into a 1240 exchange program so the cancellation 
fees can be used to purchase additional agricultural conservation 
easements in the Wasco area. 

 
 

Applicant City 

Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 
 

Mitigation Measure AG-2: Filing a Notice of Non-Renewal on all 
lands within project area 

Property owners within the Rose City Industrial Park will be 
encouraged to file a Notice of Non-Renewal on their agricultural land 
conservation contract. 

Applicant City 
Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 

 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1-a. Implement the following control 
measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions.  

a) All disturbed areas not being actively utilized for construction 
purposes, shall be effectively stabilized to minimize dust 
emissions using water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered 
with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover. 

b) All unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized against 

Applicant City Prior to/During 
Construction 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 
• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, 

grading, cut & fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively 
controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of 
water or by presoaking. 

• If materials are transported offsite, all material shall be covered 
or effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions. At least six 
inches of freeboard space from the top of the container shall be 
maintained. 

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the 
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public streets, at a 
minimum, at the end of each workday. 

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of 
materials from, the surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles 
shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 
sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or 
more feet from the site and at the end of each workday. 

• Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, such as this 
Site, shall prevent carryout and trackout. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

mph. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 
runoff to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than 
one percent. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all 
trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

• Install windbreaks at windward side(s) of construction areas. 

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other 
construction activity to no more than 10 acres at any one time. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1-b. Implement control measures to reduce 
equipment exhaust emissions during construction. Potentially feasible 
control measures are listed below: 

 
• Use diesel-engine driven construction equipment equipped with 

one of the following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or 
low NOX exhaust catalytic equipment or with engines certified 
by the SJVAPCD to provide equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or 
Tier 2 engines as certified by CARB 

• Use fuel alternatives to diesel for the construction equipment 
(e.g., biodiesel) 

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minute maximum) 

Applicant City 

Prior to/During 
Construction/ 

Once construction 
is completed 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or 
the amount of equipment in use 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven 
equivalents 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling activities to 
reduce short-term impacts) 

• Use on-road engines for off-road trucks 

• Minimize obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways 

During all grading and construction activities, at least 10 percent of the 
diesel engine-driven construction equipment on site shall be equipped 
with one of the following clean engines: Exhaust Gas Recycling or low 
NOX exhaust catalytic equipment or with engines certified by the 
SJVAPCD to provide equivalent benefits or Tier 1 or Tier 2 engines as 
certified by CARB. All remaining diesel engine-driven construction 
equipment not equipped with such engines shall have diesel particulate 
filters and lean-NOX catalysts (or equivalent control devices) 

Mitigation measures AQ-2-a through AQ-2-d are to achieve operation 
exhaust emissions of 33 percent for NOx and 50 percent for PM10 as 
identified by SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2-a.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest 
emission standards including those equipped with after-treatment 
devices to reduce NOX.  

 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 

 
 
 
 
 

City 

 
 
 
 
 

Once construction 
is completed 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2-b.  Use diesel trucks that meet the strictest Applicant City Once construction 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Responsible Party 

Inspection/ 
Enforcement 

By 

 
Timing 

emission standards including those equipped with after-treatment 
devices to reduce PM10 and ROG. 

is completed 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2-c.  Purchase low-emission, alternatively-
fueled or electrically-driven, maintenance vehicles and equipment. Applicant City Once construction 

is completed 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2-d.  Implement a carpool/vanpool program, 
e.g., carpool ride-matching for employees, assistance with vanpool 
formation, provision of vanpool vehicles, etc. 

Applicant City Once construction 
is completed 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX G 
Updated Air Quality Analysis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Adjusted Land Use Acreages
Food Processing Plant 208.19 13%
Value Added Agriculture 371.78 23%
Warehouse (Agricultural or Fuel Storage) 118.97 7%
Agricultural Chemical Manufacturing 104.10 6%
sub-total 832.78 51%
Distribution 0.00 0%
Large Scale Distribution 223.07 14%
sub-total 223.07 14%
Transportation 0.00 0%
Freight Cargo Container Storage/Warehouse 252.81 15%
sub-total 252.81 15%
Two ethanol plants, rail road, and other empty area1,2 331.35 20%
TOTAL 1640 100%
Note:

1. Source: page II-5, "Rose City Industrial Park Project SCH # 2006061124"
2. 20 acres for each ethanol plant

URBEMIS input
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Warehouses 371.78 16194.607
General light industry 208.19 9068.9799
General heavy industry 104.10 4534.4899
Industrial park 594.84 25911.371
Rail road construction 14.5675 634.56
Note:

- "Warehouses" includes "Warehouse (Agricultural or Fuel Storage)" and "Freight Cargo Container 
Storage/Warehouse".

- "General light industry" includes "Food Processing Plant".
- "General heavy industry" includes "Agricultural Chemical Manufacturing".
- "Industrial park" includes "Value Added Agriculture" and "Large Scale Distribution".
- Assumed the area for rail road construction is 5% of the total area except 2 ethanol plants, "Warehouses", 

"General light industry", "General heavy industry", and "Industrial park".
- Scenario 1: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of "Warehouses" only in 2008.
- Scenario 2: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of "General light industry" only in 2008.
- Scenario 3: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of "General heavy industry" only in 2008.
- Scenario 4: Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of "Industrial park" only in 2008.
- Scenario 5: Assumed the project will only start and complete 10% the construction of "Warehouses", 

"General light industry", "General heavy industry", and "Industrial park" in 2008.
- Assumed the project will start and complete the construction of rail road in 2008.



Scenario 1
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Warehouses 371.78 16194.61
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
4.96 trips/day

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 92.95
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Building Construction

(01/15/2008-09/30/2008), Paving (09/15/2008-10/15/2008), and Coating (10/01/2008-10/31/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (2) 174hp Graders, (2) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, 

(2) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, (2) 189hp Water Trucks, and (4) 313hp Scrapers.
- Assumed Building Construction equipments are: (1) 399hp Crane, (3) 145hp Forklifts, (1) 49hp Generator Set,

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 45hp Welder.
- Assumed Paving equipments are: (1) 100hp Paver, (2) 104hp Paving Equipment, and (2) 95hp Rollers, 
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading") and Unpaved Roads Measures ("Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less 
than 15 mph" and "Manage haul road dust")

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and " 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses.



Scenario 2
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
General light industry 208.19 9068.98
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
51.8 trips/day

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 52.05
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Building Construction

(01/15/2008-09/30/2008), Paving (09/15/2008-10/15/2008), and Coating (10/01/2008-10/31/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (1) 174hp Graders, (1) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, 

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, (1) 189hp Water Trucks, (3) 313hp Scrapers, and (1) 168hp Excavator.
- Assumed Building Construction equipments are: (1) 399hp Crane, (3) 145hp Forklifts, (1) 49hp Generator Set,

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 45hp Welder.
- Assumed Paving equipments are: (1) 100hp Paver, (2) 104hp Paving Equipment, and (2) 95hp Rollers, 
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading") and Unpaved Roads Measures ("Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less 
than 15 mph" and "Manage haul road dust")

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and " 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses.



Scenario 3
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
General heavy industry 104.10 4534.49
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
6.75 trips/day

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 108.86
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Building Construction

(01/15/2008-09/30/2008), Paving (09/15/2008-10/15/2008), and Coating (10/01/2008-10/31/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (2) 174hp Graders, (2) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, 

(2) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, (2) 189hp Water Trucks, and (4) 313hp Scrapers.
- Assumed Building Construction equipments are: (1) 399hp Crane, (3) 145hp Forklifts, (1) 49hp Generator Set,

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 45hp Welder.
- Assumed Paving equipments are: (1) 100hp Paver, (2) 104hp Paving Equipment, and (2) 95hp Rollers, 
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading") and Unpaved Roads Measures ("Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less 
than 15 mph" and "Manage haul road dust")

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and " 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses.



Scenario 4
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Industrial park 594.84 25911.37
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
63.11 trips/day

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 148.71
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Building Construction

(01/15/2008-09/30/2008), Paving (09/15/2008-10/15/2008), and Coating (10/01/2008-10/31/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (2) 174hp Graders, (2) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, (1) 8hp

Plate Compactors, (1) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, (2) 189hp Water Trucks, and (5) 313hp Scrapers.
- Assumed Building Construction equipments are: (1) 399hp Crane, (3) 145hp Forklifts, (1) 49hp Generator Set,

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 45hp Welder.
- Assumed Paving equipments are: (1) 100hp Paver, (2) 104hp Paving Equipment, and (2) 95hp Rollers, 
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading") and Unpaved Roads Measures ("Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less 
than 15 mph" and "Manage haul road dust")

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and " 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses.



Scenario 5
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Warehouses 37.18 1619.46
General light industry 20.82 906.90
General heavy industry 10.41 453.45
Industrial park 59.48 2591.14
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
4.96 for "Warehouse", 51.8 for "General light industry", 6.75 for "General light industry", 63.11 for "Industrial park"
in trips/day.

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 49.55
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Building Construction

(01/15/2008-09/30/2008), Paving (09/15/2008-10/15/2008), and Coating (10/01/2008-10/31/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (1) 174hp Graders, (1) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, 

(1) 168hp Excavator, (3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, (1) 189hp Water Trucks, and (3) 313hp Scrapers.
- Assumed Building Construction equipments are: (1) 399hp Crane, (3) 145hp Forklifts, (1) 49hp Generator Set,

(3) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 45hp Welder.
- Assumed Paving equipments are: (1) 100hp Paver, (2) 104hp Paving Equipment, and (2) 95hp Rollers, 
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading") and Unpaved Roads Measures ("Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less 
than 15 mph" and "Manage haul road dust")

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and " 15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses.



Additional Run for rail road construction
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Rail road construction 14.57 634.56
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
7 trips/day

- Assumed the maximum daily acres disturbed: 3.64
- Assumed the construction schedule:  Fine Site Grading (01/01/2008-03/01/2008), Trenching (02/01/2008

-04/30/2008).
- Assumed 8 work hours per day and 5 work days per week for the workers in each construction phase.
- Assumed Fine Site Grading equipments are: (1) 174hp Graders, (1) 357hp Rubber Tired Dozers, 

(1) 108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, and (1) 189hp Water Trucks.
- Assumed Trenching equipments are: (1) 238hp Other General Industrial Equipment, (1) 50hp Excavator, and (1) 

108hp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes.
- Mitigation measure in the Fine Site Grading phase includes: Soil Stablizing Measures ("Apply soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas", "Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly", "2 times Water exposed surfaces", and
 "Equipment loading/unloading").

- Other construction mitigation measures include: "Use Aqueous Diesel Fuel", "1st tier Diesel Particulate Filter
(DPF)", and "15% Diesel Oxidation Catalyst" for all construction equipments.

Additional Run for worst case operational and area source emissions (fully-developed, 20 years later)
Land Use Types acres 1000 sq ft
Warehouses 371.78 16195
General light industry 208.19 9069
General heavy industry 104.10 4534
Industrial park 594.84 25911
Note:

- Assumed the trip rate (the number of daily trips generated by a land use of a specific size and unit type):
4.96 for "Warehouse", 51.8 for "General light industry", 6.75 for "General light industry", 63.11 for "Industrial park"
in trips/day.

- Area emission source mitigation measures include: 20% Increase Energy Efficiency Beyond Title 24 in 
Commercial and Industrial Land Uses, Low VOC Nonresidential Exterior and Interior Coatings, and 20%
of Commercial and Industrial Landscape Equipment that are Electrically Powered and have Electrical 
Outlets Available.



MAXIMUM EMISSIONS FROM URBEMIS2007 RESULTS

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Dust

PM10 
Exhaust Total PM10

PM2.5 
Dust

PM2.5 
Exhaust

Total 
PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions (tons/year) 190.06 162.80 245.59 0.30 42.29 6.17 48.46 9.03 5.62 14.65  32,597.52 
mitigated emissions (tons/year) 172.72 161.16 245.59 0.30 4.24 5.86 10.10 1.08 5.33 6.41  32,597.52 
Percent Reduction (%) 9.13 1.01 0.00 0.00 89.97 5.17 79.16 88.03 5.22 56.25 0.00
Note:

- Scenario 1 has the highest construction emissions.

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions (tons/year)      223.57      359.34   2,552.62          1.58      158.14        35.98   165,457.88 
mitigated emissions (tons/year)      222.88     358.15  2,544.12         1.57     157.61       35.85  164,906.35 
Note:

- Operational (vehicle) emission estimates from fully-developed Industrial Park URBEMIS2007 results.

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions (tons/year)        38.44          0.59          0.49             -               -               -            705.50 
mitigated emissions (tons/year)        34.59         0.47         0.40            -              -              -           564.40 
Note:

- Area source emission estimates from fully-developed Industrial Park URBEMIS2007 results.



LOCOMOTIVE OPERATION EMISSION CALCULATION

Additional trains/locomotives required by proposed ethanol production plants:
2 trains per week
3 locomotive per train

312 per year
Idling time for each train/locomotive:

16 hrs
The distance traveled by rail from the City of Wasco to the edge of the SJVAPCD jurisdictional area:

80 miles
Locomotive engine power (assumed EMD GP-60 locomotive model):

3800 bhp
Locomotive traveling speed:

40 mph
Locomotive engine load factor when it is idling:

10%

Locomotive Emission Calculation

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total 
PM10 CO2

Emission Factor (g/bhp-
hr) 0.40         8.60        1.28        0.01        0.32        512.05    
Locomotive Emissions 
(ton/year) - idling 0.84         17.98      2.68        0.02        0.67        1,070.72 
Locomotive Emissions 
(ton/year) - in motion 1.05         22.48      3.35        0.03        0.84        1,338.40 
Total Emissions 
(ton/year) 1.88         40.46      6.02        0.05        1.51        2,409.11 
Note:

- Source: Source for NOx, CO, and PM emission factors: Technical Highlights: Emission Factors for Locomotives
 (EPA420-F-97-051), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, December 1997, page 3 (EPA Tier 0 emission 
factors). ROG factor utilizes the California Air Resources Board's ROG weight fraction of 0.8367 (profile no. 818)
for compression-ignited diesel-fired internal combustion engines.  SOx (as SO2) emission factor based on an 
assumed sulfur content of 15 parts per million diesel, as follows: (15 pounds S/million pounds diesel) 
(7,500 Btu/bhphr) (7 lb/gal diesel) (1 gal/138,000 Btu) (64 lb-mol SO2/32 lb-mol S) (453.6 g/lb) = 
0.01 lb SOx/bhp-hr. This assumes that California lower sulfur on-highway diesel fuel is used by locomotives, 
consistent with Section C.2 of the ARB/Railroad Statewide Agreement - Particulate Emissions Reduction 
Program at California Rail Yards , June 2005.

- Source: APPENDIX E - Air Quality, "Rose City Industrial Park Project SCH # 2006061124"



PROJECT TOTAL EMISSIONS

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
Dust PM10 Exhaust Total PM10 PM2.5 

Dust
PM2.5 

Exhaust
Total 
PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          2.00          4.96          4.56             -            1.64                  0.24              1.88            601.16 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          2.00          4.96          4.56             -            1.64                  0.24              1.88            601.16 
unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      190.06      162.80      245.59          0.30        42.29                  6.17            48.46       9.03       5.62       14.65       32,597.52 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      172.72      161.16      245.59          0.30          4.24                  5.86            10.10       1.08       5.33         6.41       32,597.52 
unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          0.10          0.68          0.41          0.00          1.60                  0.04              1.64       0.33       0.03         0.37              58.19 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          0.10          0.49          0.41          0.00          0.11                  0.00              0.11       0.02       0.00         0.03              58.19 

unmitigated 
emissions (tons/year)      192.17      168.44      250.56          0.30        45.53                  6.45            51.98       9.36       5.66       15.02       33,256.87 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      174.82      166.61      250.56          0.30          5.99                  6.10            12.09       1.10       5.33         6.43       33,256.87 

         9.03          1.08             -               -          86.84                  5.48            76.74     88.21       5.76       57.15                   - 
Note:

1. Assumed the PM10 dust/exhaust emission ratio in 2 ethanol plants is the same as the ratio in the rest of industrial park.
2. 20 acres for each ethanol plant; the emissions from Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007)
3. From Scenario 1 URBEMIS2007 results.
4. From the results of URBEMIS2007 additional run for rail road construction.

Percent Reduction (%)

rail road 
construction

4

2 ethanol 
plants1,2

the rest of 
industrial 

park3

Total 
emissions



OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 CO2

unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          7.36      111.62        42.42          0.14        10.36         13,489.14 

mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          7.36      111.62        42.42          0.14        10.36         13,489.14 

unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      223.57      359.34   2,552.62          1.58      158.14       165,457.88 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      222.88      358.15   2,544.12          1.57      157.61       164,906.35 
unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          1.51        32.37          4.82          0.04          1.20           1,927.29 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          1.51        32.37          4.82          0.04          1.20           1,927.29 
unmitigated 
emissions (tons/year)      232.44      503.33   2,599.86          1.76      169.70       180,874.31 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      231.75      502.14   2,591.36          1.75      169.17       180,322.78 

Note:
1. 20 acres for each ethanol plant; the emissions from Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007)
2. From URBEMIS2007 results for fully-developed Industrial Park.
3. From locomotive operation emissions "spreadsheet"

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          0.18          0.30          0.54          353.26 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)          0.18          0.30          0.54          353.26 
unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)        38.44          0.59          0.49             -               -                       -            705.50 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)        34.59          0.47          0.40             -               -                       -            564.40 

unmitigated 
emissions (tons/year)        38.62          0.89          1.03             -               -                       -         1,058.76 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)        34.77          0.77          0.94             -               -                       -            917.66 

Note:
1. 20 acres for each ethanol plant; the emissions from Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007)
2. From URBEMIS2007 results for fully-developed Industrial Park.

STATIONARY SOURCES EMISSION ESTIMATES

POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
Dust PM10 Exhaust Total PM10 PM2.5 

Dust
PM2.5 

Exhaust
Total 
PM2.5 CO2

unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)        31.18        18.94        38.42          1.04            11.62     250,926.38 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)        31.18        18.94        38.42          1.04            11.62     250,926.38 
unmitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      243.43      147.87      299.96          8.12            90.72  1,959,054.25 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      243.43      147.87      299.96          8.12            90.72  1,959,054.25 

unmitigated 
emissions (tons/year)      274.61      166.81      338.38          9.16             -                       -            102.34          -            -              -    2,209,980.63 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      274.61      166.81      338.38          9.16             -                       -            102.34          -            -              -    2,209,980.63 

Note:
1. 20 acres for each ethanol plant; the emissions from Great Valley Ethanol (Ashworth Leininger Group, 2007)
2. Emissions were scaled from two 20 acres ethanol plants to 312.29 acres total land use of "General Light Industry" and "General Heavy Industry".

TOTAL EMISSIONS ESTIMATION FROM THE INDUSTRIAL PARK (OPERATION+AREA+STATIONARY)

POLLUTANTS ROG NOx CO SO2 Total 
PM10 CO2

unmitigated 
emissions (tons/year)      545.67      671.03   2,939.26        10.92      272.05    2,391,913.70 
mitigated emissions 
(tons/year)      541.13      669.72   2,930.67        10.91      271.52    2,391,221.07 

the rest of 
industrial 

park2

Total 
emissions

Locomotive 
Emissions3

2 ethanol 
plants1 

(except 
locomotive 
emissions)

Total 
emissions

Total 
emissions

2 ethanol 
plants1

the rest of 
industrial 

park2

Total 
emissions

2 ethanol 
plants1

the rest of 
industrial 

park2



URBEMIS2007 MODEL OUTPUT SUMMARIES



Page: 1
11/26/2007 12:57:04 PM

SO2 CO2
0.30 32,597.52
0.30 32,597.52
0.00 0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00
0.00

SO2
1.02

SO2
1.02 96.95 24.08 106,500.94

Both Area and Operational Mitigation must be turned on to get a combined mitigated total.
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 164.69 301.79 1,575.64

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

141.10
20.00

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

0.12 0.10
Percent Reduction 9.99

PM2.5 CO2
176.380.00 0.00

1.08 5.33 6.41
88.03 5.22 56.25

PM2.5 PM2.5
9.03 5.62 14.65

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_S1_warehouse.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-S1

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

ROG NOx CO PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust
2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 190.06 162.80 245.59 42.29 6.17 48.46
2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 172.72 161.16 245.59 4.24 5.86 10.10

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

Percent Reduction 9.13 1.01

ROG
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

NOx CO PM10

89.97 5.17 79.160.00

17.31 0.15
0.00 0.00

0.12

20.00 16.67 0.00 0.00
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated) 15.58

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2
96.95 24.08 106,324.56TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 147.38 301.64 1,575.52
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SO2 CO2
0.08 9,430.23
0.08 9,430.23
0.00 0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.16

SO2
0.16 14.88 3.72 16,647.93

Both Area and Operational Mitigation must be turned on to get a combined mitigated total.
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 26.70 47.45 256.74

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

141.10
20.00

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

0.12 0.10
Percent Reduction 9.90

PM2.5 CO2
176.380.00 0.00

0.47 1.68 2.15
90.46 5.53 67.90

PM2.5 PM2.5
4.92 1.78 6.70

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_S2_L_industry.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-S2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

ROG NOx CO PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust

2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 53.77 49.11 70.67 23.29 1.95 25.24

2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 48.91 48.46 70.67 1.99 1.84 3.83

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

Percent Reduction 9.03 1.33

ROG
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

NOx CO PM10

91.47 5.48 84.830.00

4.85 0.15
0.00 0.00

0.12

20.00 16.67 0.00 0.00
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated) 4.37

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2
14.88 3.72 16,471.55TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 21.85 47.30 256.62



Page: 1
11/26/2007 01:08:32 PM

SO2 CO2
0.18 19,328.80
0.18 19,328.80
0.00 0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.04

SO2
0.04 4.32 0.98 4,729.78

Both Area and Operational Mitigation must be turned on to get a combined mitigated total.
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 16.24 9.87 71.34

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

141.10
20.00

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

0.12 0.10
Percent Reduction 9.96

PM2.5 CO2
176.380.00 0.00

0.98 3.31 4.29
90.46 3.64 68.73

PM2.5 PM2.5
10.29 3.43 13.72

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_S3_H_industry.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-S3

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

ROG NOx CO PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust

2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 111.74 98.09 145.23 48.72 3.77 52.49

2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 101.58 97.19 145.23 4.15 3.63 7.79

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

Percent Reduction 9.09 0.91

ROG
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

NOx CO PM10

91.47 3.60 85.160.00

10.14 0.15
0.00 0.00

0.12

20.00 16.67 0.00 0.00
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated) 9.13

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2
4.32 0.98 4,553.40TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 6.10 9.72 71.22
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SO2 CO2

2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 0.24 26,250.75

2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 0.24 26,250.75

Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.49

SO2
0.49 51,564.83

Both Area and Operational Mitigation must be turned on to get a combined mitigated total.
111.05 799.80 48.92 11.14TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 78.83

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

799.68 48.92 11.14 51,388.45
ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

141.10
Percent Reduction 10.04 20.00 16.67 0.00 0.00 20.00

PM10 PM2.5 CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 13.85 0.15 0.12 0.00 0.00 176.38

5.79
9.11 0.75 0.00 91.47 2.87 85.24 90.46 2.90 68.93

4.89 10.56 1.34 4.45138.49 131.18 197.38 5.67

PM2.5
152.36 132.16 197.38 66.55 5.03 71.58 14.05 4.58 18.64

ROG NOx CO
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_S4_I_park.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-S4

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated) 12.46 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00

64.98 110.90
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SO2 CO2
0.08 8,998.54
0.08 8,998.54
0.00 0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.15

SO2
0.15 16.14 3.67 17,597.55

Both Area and Operational Mitigation must be turned on to get a combined mitigated total.
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 27.47 37.26 261.16

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

564.40
20.00

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

0.47 0.40
Percent Reduction 10.11

PM2.5 CO2
705.500.00 0.00

0.45 1.44 1.89
90.46 15.64 70.47

PM2.5 PM2.5
4.68 1.71 6.39

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_S5_10percent.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-S5

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

ROG NOx CO PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust

2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 51.23 47.00 67.41 22.17 1.87 24.05

2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 46.61 45.60 67.41 1.89 1.58 3.47

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

Percent Reduction 9.03 2.97

ROG
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

NOx CO PM10

91.47 15.50 85.550.00

4.65 0.59
0.00 0.00

0.49

20.34 18.37 0.00 0.00
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated) 4.18

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2
16.14 3.67 16,892.05TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 22.82 36.67 260.67
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ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2
38.44 0.59 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 705.50
34.59 0.47 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 564.40
10.02 20.34 18.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2
223.57 359.34 2,552.62 1.58 158.14 35.98 165,457.88
222.88 358.15 2,544.12 1.57 157.61 35.85 164,906.35

0.31 0.33 0.33 0.63 0.34 0.36 0.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2
262.01 359.93 2,553.11 1.58 158.14 35.98 166,163.38
257.47 358.62 2,544.52 1.57 157.61 35.85 165,470.75

1.73 0.36 0.34 0.63 0.34 0.36 0.42
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)
Percent Reduction

Percent Reduction

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)
TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)
Percent Reduction

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_full-developed.urb9

Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-full-developed
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ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 
Exhaust

CO2

0.10 0.68 0.41 0.00 1.60 0.04 1.64 0.03 58.19
0.10 0.49 0.41 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00 58.19
0.00 27.63 0.00 0.00 93.02 92.23 93.00 92.27 0.00

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

2008 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 0.02 0.03

PM2.5 Dust PM2.5

2008 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 0.33 0.37

Percent Reduction 93.01 92.94

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\swang\Desktop\projects\18715118 Wasco rose city industrial park EIR- GHG (URBEMIS)\Wasco_rail road 
construction.urb9
Project Name: DEIR Rose City Industrial Park-Rail road construction

Project Location: San Joaquin Valley APCD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: Root Avenue and Jackson Avenue  
Analysis Condition: Existing Conditions-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Root Avenue                  At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: Jackson Avenue        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. Neither Root Avenue nor Jackson Avenue have dedicated left turn lanes. 
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            6.0    3.5 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
 
 
 

N
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: Root Avenue and Jackson Avenue  
Analysis Condition: Near-Term without Project Conditions-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Root Avenue                  At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: Jackson Avenue        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. Neither Root Avenue nor Jackson Avenue have dedicated left turn lanes. 
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            6.1    3.6 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: Root Avenue and Jackson Avenue  
Analysis Condition: Near-Term with Project Conditions-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Root Avenue                  At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: Jackson Avenue        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. Neither Root Avenue nor Jackson Avenue have dedicated left turn lanes. 
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            7.0    4.2 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Existing Conditions-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: J Street                         At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            7.9        4.9 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Near-Term with out Project Condition-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: J Street                         At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            8.1    5.0 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Near-Term with Project Condition-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: J Street                         At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            8.4     5.2 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Existing Conditions-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Griffith                          At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            8.8    5.5 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Near Term With Out Project Condition-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Griffith                          At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            9.3    5.9 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 
 

Project Title: WASCO INDUSTRIAL PARK EIR 
 
Background Information 
Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: 5558 California Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.8  
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.4 
Persistence Factor: 0.7 (CO Protocol Generalized Value for Urban Areas) 
Analysis Year: 2007 
Note: CO background concentrations are the maximum values documented at the nearest air monitoring station over the last five 
years of available data (2001-2005) 
 
 
Roadway Data 
Intersection: J Street and State Route 46 
Analysis Condition: Near Term With Project Condition-P.M. 

Average Cruise   Approach/Depart 
 # of        Speed2         Speed3

 

Roadway Type  Lanes         (mph)                 (mph) 
 

North-South Roadway: Griffith                          At Grade    2             28               3 
East-West Roadway: State Route 46        At Grade     2             28               3 
 
 
Notes: 
1. State Route 46 has dedicated left turn lane. No left hand turn lane on J Street.  
2. Based on Table B.10 of the CALTRANS CO Protocol 
3. Lowest speed recommended by CO Protocol. Assumption is conservative because vehicles traveling at lower speeds have 
higher CO emission factors 
 
 
Traffic Volume Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic and Transportation Section  (Section IV-N) 
 
 
Emission Factors 

 
Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (2006) for Kern County at 35 oF and 20% Relative Humidity. Emission factor used was for 
“ALL” vehicle types  
 
EF at average cruise speed (25 mph): 14.2 grams per mile 
EF at average cruise speed (5 mph): 6.0 grams per mile 
  
The recommended approach and departure segments are 150 m according to the CO protocol.  
 
 
Total Roadway CO Concentrations 
1-Hour Concentrations = From CALINE4 
8-Hour Concentrations = ((1-Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration 3 

 
1-Hour           8-Hour 

CO Concentration at Receptor (ppm)            9.6    6.1 
 
Methodology from the CO Protocol and assuming worst-case meteorological conditions. The mixing zone was assumed to be 6 
meters plus the road width (each lane was assumed to be 4 m). 
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HRA CALCULATIONS 



 HRA Calculations

Cancer Risk Calculations
AERMOD maximum modeled 1 hour χ/Q value using 1 gram/second emission rate 35.51353 (μg/m3)/(g/s)
AERMOD maximum modeled annual χ/Q value using 1 gram/second emission rate 6.86469 (μg/m3)/(g/s)
For the Acute Non-cancer HI to be below 1 the maximum 1-hour χ/Q value should be 16.815 (μg/m3)/(g/s) 364

For the Chronic Non-cancer HI to be below 1 the maximum annual χ/Q value should be 4.8987 (μg/m3)/(g/s) 250

For the Cancer Risk to be below 10 in a million the maximum annual χ/Q value should be 1.1893 (μg/m3)/(g/s) 743

Inhalation dose (mg/kg-day) = (Annual conc) * DBR * A * EF * ED * 1e-6 / AT
DBR = daily breathing rate (L/kg-day), used 95th percentile 393 L/kg-day
A = Inhalation absorption factor (fraction of chemical absorbed), default 1
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) (SJVAPCD default for residences) 350 days/year
ED = Exposure duration (years), default 70 years
AT = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged (days), default 25550 days
(e.g., 25,550 days for 70 year cancer risk)
Inhalation cancer risk = (Inhalation dose) * (cancer potency factor)

HAP
Annual 

emission rate 
(g/s)

Max annual 
concentration 

(μg/m3)

Max hourly 
concentration 

(μg/m3)

Inhalation 
Cancer 
Potency 

Factor (mg/kg-
day)-1

Chronic 
reference 
exposure 

level (REL) 
(μg/m3)

Acute 
reference 
exposure 

level (REL) 
(μg/m3)

Inhalation 
Cancer 

Risk (in a 
million)

Chronic 
Non-cancer 

Hazard 
Index (HI)

Acute Non-
cancer 
Hazard 

Index (HI)

3-Methylcholanthrene 5.15E-08 3.54E-07 1.83E-06 2.20E+01 - - 0.003 0 0
7,12-Dimethylbenz(a)anthracen 4.58E-07 3.14E-06 1.63E-05 2.50E+02 - - 0.296 0 0

Acetaldehyde 1.08E-01 7.39E-01 3.82E+00 1.00E-02 9.00E+00 - 2.786 0.0821352 0
Acrolein 1.13E-02 7.75E-02 4.01E-01 - 6.00E-02 1.90E-01 0.000 1.2913233 2.1096264
Arsenic 5.73E-06 3.93E-05 2.03E-04 1.20E+01 3.00E-02 1.90E-01 0.178 0.0013111 0.001071

Benzene 6.91E-04 4.74E-03 2.45E-02 1.00E-01 6.00E+01 1.30E+03 0.179 7.906E-05 1.888E-05
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.43E-08 2.35E-07 1.22E-06 3.90E+00 - - 0.000 0 0

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 5.15E-08 3.54E-07 1.83E-06 3.90E-01 - - 0.000 0 0
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 5.15E-08 3.54E-07 1.83E-06 3.90E-01 - - 0.000 0 0

Beryllium 3.43E-07 2.35E-06 1.22E-05 8.40E+00 7.00E-03 - 0.007 0.000336 0
Cadmium 3.14E-05 2.15E-04 1.11E-03 1.50E+01 2.00E-02 - 1.218 0.010772 0

Carbon Disulfide 3.89E-06 2.67E-05 1.38E-04 - 8.00E+02 6.20E+03 0.000 3.335E-08 2.226E-08
Chromium 4.00E-05 2.75E-04 1.42E-03 5.10E+02 2.00E-01 - 52.802 0.0013737 0
Chrysene 5.15E-08 3.54E-07 1.83E-06 3.90E-02 - - 0.000 0 0

Dichlorobenzene 3.43E-05 2.35E-04 1.22E-03 4.00E-02 8.00E+02 - 0.004 2.94E-07 0
Ethyl benzene 2.03E-04 1.40E-03 7.22E-03 - 2.00E+03 - 0.000 6.977E-07 0
Formaldehyde 1.92E-03 1.32E-02 6.81E-02 2.10E-02 3.00E+00 9.40E+01 0.104 0.0043879 0.0007245

Hexane 1.43E-01 9.78E-01 5.06E+00 - 7.00E+03 - 0.000 0.0001398 0
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5.15E-08 3.54E-07 1.83E-06 3.90E-01 - - 0.000 0 0

Manganese 1.09E-05 7.47E-05 3.87E-04 - 2.00E-01 - 0.000 0.0003736 0
Mercury 7.46E-06 5.12E-05 2.65E-04 - 9.00E-02 1.80E+00 0.000 0.0005688 0.0001471
Methanol 3.34E-03 2.29E-02 1.19E-01 - 4.00E+03 2.80E+04 0.000 5.732E-06 4.236E-06

Naphthalene 8.78E-06 6.03E-05 3.12E-04 1.20E-01 9.00E+00 - 0.003 6.698E-06 0
Nickel 6.02E-05 4.13E-04 2.14E-03 9.10E-01 5.00E-02 6.00E+00 0.142 0.0082618 0.0003562

Propylene 1.49E-02 1.02E-01 5.28E-01 - 3.00E+03 - 0.000 3.4E-05 0
Selenium 6.88E-07 4.72E-06 2.44E-05 - 2.00E+01 - 0.000 2.362E-07 0
Toluene 7.86E-03 5.40E-02 2.79E-01 - 3.00E+02 3.70E+04 0.000 0.0001799 7.545E-06
Xylenes 2.57E-03 1.77E-02 9.14E-02 - 7.00E+02 2.20E+04 0.000 2.524E-05 4.155E-06

Total HAP 57.722 1.401 2.112

Distance to point where 
the χ/Q is less than this 
value (m)



 HRA Calculations

Cancer Risk Calculations
PM10 annual emission rate 3.35E-06 g/s

AERMOD modeled annual χ/Q value using 1 gram/second emission rate 1356.354 (μg/m3)/(g/s)
Maximum annual PM10 concentration using actual emission rate 0.00454 μg/m3

Inhalation Cancer Potency Factor for diesel particulate matter (from OEHHA) is 1.10E+00 (mg/kg-day)-1

Inhalation dose (mg/kg-day) = (Annual conc) * DBR * A * EF * ED * 1e-6 / AT
DBR = daily breathing rate (L/kg-day), used 95th percentile 393 L/kg-day
A = Inhalation absorption factor (fraction of chemical absorbed), default 1
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) (SJVAPCD default for residences) 350 days/year
ED = Exposure duration (years), default 70 years
AT = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged (days), default 25550 days
(e.g., 25,550 days for 70 year cancer risk)

Inhalation dose (mg/kg-day) = 1.71E-06 mg/kg-day

Inhalation cancer risk = (Inhalation dose) * (cancer potency factor) 1.88E-06
Inhalation cancer risk = 1.883 in a million

Chronic Non-cancer Hazard Index Calculations
PM10 annual emission rate 3.35E-06 g/s

AERMOD modeled annual χ/Q value using 1 gram/second emission rate 1356.354 (μg/m3)/(g/s)
Maximum annual PM10 concentration using actual emission rate 0.00454 μg/m3

Diesel particulate matter chronic reference exposure level (REL) from OEHHA 5 μg/m3

Chronic Non-cancer Hazard Index (HI) 0.00091
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