






































3) Finding of Effect, Hart Park Adobe House (Services Building) Hart Memorial Park (Kem 
River Park) Bakersfield, California. Chattel, Inc., Historic Preservation Consultants, 24 
Jul. 2020. 

4) Asbestos Survey Report, Peacock House, Hart Park, Bakersfield, CA. AKRI Corporation, 
2 Jun. 2020. 

5) Lead-based Paint Survey Report, Peacock House, Hart Park, Bakersfield, CA. Lead­
based Paint Survey Report, Peacock House, Hart Park, Bakersfield, CA. AKRI 
Corporation, 2 Jun. 2020. 

6) Preliminary Seismic Assessment & Retrofit Plan Review Hart Park Adobe (Service 
Building) Hart Memorial Park, Structural Focus, 23 Jun. 2020. 

Field Inspection (Date and completed by): November, 2019 and April, 2020; James Golden, 
Planner III; Chattel Inc. April, 2020 

List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR I508.9(b)J: 

1) NEPAssist. EPA, Environmental Protection Agency, 23 Dec. 2019, 
https ://www.epa.gov/nepa/nepassist. Accessed 13 August 2019. 

2) EnviroStor. Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2020, 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Accessed 31 August 2020. 

3) GeoTracker. State Water Resources Control Board, 2020, 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed 31 August 2020. 

4) Native American Tribal Consultation, Pursuant to the Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), 
Amendments to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Chapter 532, 
Statutes of 2014), 

5) Public Resources Code Serctions 5097.94 (m), 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 
21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2 and 21084.3, CD Project No. 3.19.2 - Hart Park - Peacock 
Adobe House Blight 

6) Rehabilitation Improvements Project, Kem County, James Golden, 13, Sep. 2019. 

7) US Department of the Interior US Fish and Wildlife Service. IP AC, Information for 
Planning and Consulting, 2020, https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. Accessed 9 September 2019. 

8) US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil 
Survey, 2020 https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. 
Accessed 1 September 2020. 

9) Gia, Gilbert - One Hundred Years at the Park 1890-1990 Historic Bakersfield and Kem 
County. Gilbert P. Gia "One Hund; ed Years at Hart Park, 1890-1990" 



https ://www .historicbakersfi eldandkemcounty. com/community. Accessed 1 September 
2020. 

10) Hart Park Adobe House (Service Building) Preservation Rehabilitation Project Located 
Within Hart Memorial Park, Bakersfield, CA. Julianne Polanco, State Historic 
Preservation Officer, 28 Aug. 2020. 

11) Hart Park Adobe House (Service Building) Preservation Rehabilitation Project Located 
Within Hart Memorial Park, Bakersfield, CA. Julianne Polanco, State Historic 
Preservation Officer, 18 Jun. 2020. 

Agencies Consulted Include: 

Kem River Parkway Committee; Kem Equestrians for Preservation of Trails; Kem Wheelmen; 
US Postal Service; Bureau of Land Management - Bakersfield Office; US Fish & Wildlife, 
Sacramento Office; U.S. Department of Agriculture; Environmental Protection Agency; Kem 
County General Services - Parks; Kem County Engineering Survery and Permit Services (ESPS­
Floodplain); Kem County Environmental Health Services; Kem County ESPS (Surveyor); Kern 
County Sheriff; Kem County ESPS (Roads); Kem County ESPS (Waste Management); Golden 
Empire Transit District; Kem Mosquito and Vector Control District; Kem County Superintendent 
of Schools; Kem County Water Agency; San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD; AT&T California, 
OSP Engineering/ROW; Pacific Gas & Electric (Bakersfield); Sierra Club; CalTrans District 6; 
California Dept. of Conservation - DOGGER (Bakersfield); California Reg. Water Quality Control 
Board - Central Valley; Califomia Dept. of Fish and Game; California Dept. of Conservation; 
Southern San Joaquin Archaeological Infonnation Center 

Tribal Consultations include: 

Native American Heritage Commission; Native Amer. Heritage Preservation Council, Kem Co; 
Kern Valley Indian Council Big Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley: James Rambeau, Sr. 
Chairperson, Sally Manning, Environmental Director, Danelle Gutierrez, THPO; Chumash 
Council of Bakersfield: Julio Quair, Chairperson; Kem Valley Indian Community: Julie Turner, 
Secretary, Robert Robinson, Chairperson, Brandy Kendricks; Kitanemuk and Y owlumne Tejon 
Indians: Delia Dominguez; San Manuel Band of Mission Indians: Lee Clauss, Driector-CRM 
Dept., Lynn Valbuena, Chairwoman; Santa Rosa Rancharia Tachi Yokut Tribe: Rueben Barrios 
Sr., Chairperson; Tejon Indian Tribe: Octavio Escobedo, Chairperson, Colin Rambo, Cultural 
Resource Specialist; Tubatulabals of Kem Valley: Robert L. Gomez Jr. , Tribal Chairperson; Tule 
River Indian Tribe: Neil Peyron, Chairperson; Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band: 
Kenneth Woodrow, Chairperson 

List of Permits Obtained: TBD 

Public Outreach [24 CFR 50.23 & 58.43]: 

FY 2019-20 Annual Action Plan Meeting 



Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain - October 30, 
2019 
Final Notice and Public Explanation of Proposed Activity in a 100-Y ear Floodplain - December 
13, 2019 
Stakeholder Meetings March 6, 2020 and May 1, 2020 

Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]: 

When complete, the proposed rehabilitated building will serve as a visitor center of yet to be 
finalized park facility enhancement project. The project is part of the larger effort by the County 
of Kern to revitalize the park and improve facilities in the area which has been of both great interest 
and support from the public. As of writing, there has been efforts to define the project through 
both envisioning and public consultation. However, the scope of future planned park facilities and 
activities is not known and the actions cannot be assessed for the purposes of this document. 
Consequently, should further activities be proposed to be assisted under HUD program this 
document may need to be updated to consider any future project impacts. 

Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9] 

Alternative No. 1 - Under the select an alternate site option, a suitable site would need to be 
identified within Hart Park that is located outside the 100-Y ear Floodplain for the Kern River. If 
relocation was undertaken, the site would be at less risk from flood damage; however, the site 
would be a greater imminent risk. The relocation of the structure could potentially compromise 
the structural integrity of the building, causing the structure to become damaged or all together 
destroyed beyond repair. Furthermore, building relocation would forever alter the historic setting 
of the structure, a change that could result in an "Adverse Effect" determination under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The change would likely affect the building's 
eligibility under Criteria A for listing on relevant historic resource databases due to the change in 
integrity and setting of the building and jeopardize the finding of effect (FOE) determination under 
the Secretary of Interior Guidelines. The planned rehabilitation improvements are intended to 
prolong the life, restore the structural integrity and adapt the building for future enjoyment as a 
publicly owned asset. Based on the aforementioned concerns, the relocation alternative was 
rejected. 

Alternative No. 2 - Under this alternative, the project would remain at its present location and no 
building relocation to a site outside of the floodplain would occur. There would be little risk of 
any increase in base flood elevations in the vicinity of the project as the site is located within the 
floodplain and building modifications will not result in the expansion of the footprint. The 
rehabilitation would not impact property values in the immediate vicinity of the project as the 
footprint of the structure would remain unchanged. The project would remain eligible under the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the project finding of effect "no adverse impact to 
historic properties" would continue to be valid as no relocation would occur. Risk or damage or 
loss of the structure would be minimized during implementation and once completed the risk 
would be significantly reduced. 



No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)]: Under the No Action Alternative, no new activities 
would be authorized to be undertaken within the project area and/or affected 100-Y ear floodplain 
and the structure would not be rehabilitated. The "No Action" alternative was reviewed and 
considered by the County, however; the No Action alternative would not achieve any objectives 
of the existing proposal or meet the identified needs of the community. TI1e County has received 
strong public support for the proposal and restoration of the Park and Park facilities. If not 
rehabilitated and improved, the structure will continue to present an increasing hazard to the public 
and may ultimately need to be removed and/or demolished. The structure has been evaluated and 
determined to be eligible for listing as an individual resource in the National Register of Historic 
Place under Criteria A as Based on the aforementioned considerations, the no project alternative 
was rejected. 

Summary of Findings and Conclusions: The structure is presently at Iisk to damage or loss from 
seismic activity. The proposed improvements will both rehabilitate and prolong the building' s life 
by seismically stabilizing the structure. The project will also rehabilitate the building, which the 
RE has determined to be Historic under Criteria A, since it was built as part of WP A activities 
undertaken <luting the New Deal era. All rehabilitation activities are to be undertaken in 
compliance with the Secretary of Interior' s Standards for Historic Preservation. Based on review 
by the historic preservation consultant, the Responsible Entity has detennined that the proposed 
undertaking will have no adverse effect on the historic structure and SHPO has concurred with the 
methods of evaluation and findings . The site is located within a floodplain but the proposed 
modifications will not pose new risk to surrounding properties and residents as there will be no 
additional expansion of the existing building improvements. Where applicable, policies included 
in the Kem County General Plan have been incorporated as measures of mitigation for the 
protection of structures and property in the vicinity of the project. Mitigation has been incorporated 
into the project to minimize the effects from site drainage and storm water runoff. The project is 
located within the boundaries of the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan, and all 
activities shall be undertaken in compliance with plan guidelines for the protection of listed 
species. Based on the considerations and mitigation discussed above and in this evaluation, the 
RE has found that the project will have a less than significant effect on the environment. 

Mitigation Measures and Conditions 140 CFR 1505.2(c)) 
Summarize below all mitigation measures adopted by the Responsible Entity to reduce, avoid, or 
eliminate adverse environmental impacts and to avoid non-compliance or non-conformance with 
the above-listed authorities and factors. These measures/conditions must be incorporated into 
project contracts, development agreements, and other relevant documents. The staff responsible 
for implementing and monitoring mitigation measures should be clearly identified in the mitigation 
plan. 

Law, Authority, or Factor Mitigation Measure 

Flood Insurance Flood insurance would need to be obtained and 
maintained for the life of the property in accordance with 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 and National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 for any insurable 
structures modified as a result of the activity: 

1) Option 1 includes wet flood proofing the structure 
and is the most costly option. 



Clean Air 

Contamination and Toxic 
Substances 

Endangered Species 

2) Option 2 includes dry flood proofing the structure 
and is the less expensive than the first option but 
still would be expensive and potentially 
negatively impact the project budget. 

3) Option 3 includes obtaining historic building 
status for the Project site or Peacock House. 
Under the historic status, the Peacock House 
would receive favorable rate treatment and a 
limitation on improvements costs. 

Prior to commencement of operations, the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District shall be contacted 
regarding any air permits needed to ensure the above 
noted activities are completed in compliance with the 
applicable air related standards and/or regulations. 
Prior to construction related activities, all required 
permits shall be obtained unless otherwise permitted by 
District. 
At all times during the development of the site, the 
project, the developer, contractors and subcontractors 
shall comply with applicable requirements of the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. All 
activities undertaken shall be completed in compliance 
with the applicable air quality rules and all permits issued 
for the project. 
Prior to commencement of any demolition related 
activities, the contractor shall be responsible for 
abatement of all hazardous materials and shall be 
responsible for notifying and obtaining all approvals 
from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJV APCD). 
Prior to commencement any construction related 
activities, a SJV APCD Permit copy shall be provided to 
the County Planning and Natural Resources Department 
Community Development Division and General Services 
prior to starting construction. 
During all demolition related activities, all demolished 
materials shall be completely removed from the job site 
daily and disposed of at a disposal facility approved by 
the local authority having jurisdiction over the project. 
No more than fourteen to thirty days prior to the 
commencement of operations or ground disturbing 
activities whichever comes first, as authorized by the 
Environmental Review Record (ERR), the project 
developer shall ensure that a preconstruction survey, is 
perfonned by a qualified biologist, to ensure that no 
special-status wildlife not covered under the adopted 



Floodplain Management 

Historic Preservation 

provisions of the Habitat Conservation Plan, to include 
the San Joaquin kit fox, have occupied the property. The 
results of the survey shall be summarized in a written 
report that shall include site-specific recommendations, if 
found necessary. A copy of the biological report shall be 
submitted to the Kem County Planning and Natural 
Resources Department - Community Development 
Division for transmittal to the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
where applicable. Additionally, exclusion zones shall be 
established and maintained until all construction 
activities are complete, unless said agencies prefer that 
any affected special-status species be removed and/or 
relocated, in accordance with said agencies adopted 
guidelines or standard procedures. 
• Prior to grading or improvement of land for 

development or the construction, expansion, 
conversion or substantial improvements of a 
structure. the development shall comply with the 
relevant provisions of the Floodplain Management 
Ordinance (Chapter 17.48) and federal regulations 
found at 24 CFR Part 55.2(b)(l 0). 

• Excluding those improvements necessary for 
compliance with other relevant provisions of law, as 
applicable, e.g. American's with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), no expansion of the structure or its footprint 
shall be undertaken unless further study is undertaken 
to ensure that no adverse impacts occur to the I 00-
y ear Floodplain. 

• Any additional fencing to be constructed and/or 
replaced within twenty feet of the building to be 
rehabilitated shall be designed and constructed in a 
manner, which will not to further impede flood flows 
and/or raise base flood elevation levels in the area of 
the project, which could pose additional risk to 
surrounding properties. 

Undergo all design and engineering related activities in 
accordance with findings and recommendations of 
Consultant, the DOE, FOE, Section 106 standards, to 
ensure compliance with Secretary of Interior' s Standards 
and Guidelines and for Archeology and Historic 
Preservation and continued SHPO concurrence with the 
determination that the project not have an adverse effect 
on historic properties. Wherever possible, the- SHPO 
Architectural Review Unit recommendations as noted 
below shall be considered for inclusion in any final 



Soil Suitability/Slope/Erosion/ 
Drainage/Stonn Water Runoff 

Vegetation and Wildlife 

Determination: 

design considerations to minimize impact on the historic 
structure: 
• Keep the non-contributing addition as simple as 
possible and do not install new wood horizontal siding on 
the east gable. 
• Do not consider the proposed galvanized steel picket 
fence altemate, if there is no historic precedence for it in 
the park, if new fencing is desired to replace the existing. 
• Submit any revisions to the proposed structural scope of 
work if further structural analysis requires any visible 
work. 
In order to ensure storm water runoff and ponding is 
reduced in the area of the project effect, drainage swales 
or other minor drainage related improvements shall be 
provided means of conveyance to native or other planned 
landscaping areas to reduce the need for artificial 
irrigation and reduce ponding in the area surrounding the 
Adobe House. 
1) Wherever possible, where new vegetation is planned 

in accordance with the final landscaping plan, native 
plants shall be incorporated to reduce the need for 
irrigation. 

2) During the implementation of the construction 
related activities, wherever possible the peacocks 
that are known to inhabit the area of the project shall 
remain undisturbed and/or any required contact shall 
be minimized in order to avoid conflicts between 
birds and work crews or result in injury to birds. 

~ Finding of No Significant Impact [24 CFR 58.40(g)(l); 40 CFR 1508.27] 
The project will not result in a significant impact on the quality of the human environment. 

□ Finding of Significant Impact [24 CFR 58.40(g)(2); 40 CFR 1508.27] 
The project may significantly , e qu lity. o he human environment. 

Preparer Signature: 

Name/Title/Organization: James Golden, Pia 
Resources- Community Development Div· 

County Planning and Natural 

Name/Title: Lorelei H. Oviatt, AICP, Director, Planning and Natural Resources Department 



This original, signed document and related supporting material must be retained on file by the 
Responsible Entity in an Environmental Review Record (ERR) for the activity/project (ref: 24 
CFR Part 58.38) and in accordance with recordkeeping requirements for the HUD program(s). 



I. CEQA - Notice of Exemption 
II. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Ill. Site Related Maps 

Appendix 

IV. State of California SHPO Comments FOE and DOE Letter 
v. County of Kern Determination of Eligibility Letter 
VI. California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Letter 

NOTE: Due to the size of the environmental studies related to the Project and the current Covid-

19 Pandemic, all studies will made available on a request basis at goldeni@kerncounty.com or 

may be contacted directly at (661) 862-5130. For quicker response and review, environmental 
studies may be requested through email and an electronic copy will be provided electronically. 

If another format is requested, please allow minimum five working days for receipt and 
processing of the request: 

1. Finding of Effect (Historic) 
2. Determination of Eligibility (Historic) 
3. Flood Analysis Report (Hydrology) 

4. 8 - Step Evaluation (Flood and Hydrology) 


