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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 

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

 
2)  All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 
3)  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less 
than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect 
may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination 
is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4)  “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation 

of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant 
Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the 
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-
referenced). 

 
5)  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, 
a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 
a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

 
7)  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8)  This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects 
in whatever format is selected. 

 
9)  The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  
   b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant. 
 

































-~ ......., 
BAKERSFIELD 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
Project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Im act 

Environmental Checklist and Analysis 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
lncor orated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Im act 
No 

a. Less than significant Impact. The Project proposes to develop 38 residential units and therefore, 
does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials as defined by the 
Hazardous Material Transportation Uniform Safety Act. Construction activities would require the 
transport, storage, use, and/or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels and greases for the 
fueling/servicing of construction equipment and fuel tanks, and there is the potential for upset 
and accident conditions that could release such material into the environment. Such substances 
would be stored in temporary storage tanks/sheds that would be located at the site. Although 
these types of materials are not acutely hazardous, they are classified as hazardous materials and 
create the potential for accidental spillage, which could expose construction workers. All 
transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials used in the construction of the Project 
would be in strict accordance with federal and state laws and regulations. During construction of 

S:\03_Advonce Plonning\01_GPAs\01 _Active \2022\22-0372_8235 Stine Rd\04 _CEQA \MND\IS_MND_GPA_ZC_SPR_22-0372.docxx Page 22of40 



-~ ......., 
BAKERSFIELD Environmental Checklist and Analysis 

the Project, Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all applicable materials present at the site 
would be made readily available to onsite personnel. During construction, non-hazardous 
construction debris would be generated and disposed of at approved facilities for handling such 
waste. Also, during construction, waste disposal would be managed using portable toilets located 
at reasonably accessible onsite locations. 

Day-to-day activities from the Project operations do not involve the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials as defined by the Hazardous Materials Transportation Uniform 
Safety Act. Maintenance of residential buildings would require the transport, storage, use, and/or 
disposal of hazardous materials such as paints, cleaners, oils, batteries, and pesticides. Building 
tenants are required to follow any instructions for use and storage provided on product labels 
carefully to prevent any accidents in the workplace. Users should also read product labels for 
disposal directions to reduce the risk of products exploding, igniting, leaking, mixing with other 
chemicals, or posing other hazards on the way to a disposal facility. Therefore, the project would 
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials, and impacts are less than significant. 

b . Less than significant impact. Please refer to response IX.a . The project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous material into the environment, making 
impacts less than significant. 

c. Less than significant impact. The Air Quality Analysis concluded that the project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in other emissions that would 
adversely affect a substantial number of people (EnviroTech Consultants, Inc. 2023). As mentioned 
above, the project would be required to adhere to all applicable federal and state laws and 
regulations with respect to the handling of hazardous materials, making impacts less than 
significant. 

d. No impact. The EnviroStor {DTSC 2023) and Cortese (CalEPA 2023) lists pursuant to Government 
Code (GC) Section 65962.5 were reviewed. No portion of the project site is identified on either list, 
which provides the location of known hazardous waste concerns. Therefore, the project would 
not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to GC Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 

e. No impact. The project site is not located within the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan area (Kern County 2012). The closest airport to the site is the Bakersfield Municipal Airport, 
which is located approximately 3 miles northeast. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the Project area. The project is not 
located within the specified distance or within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has 
not been adopted. 

f. Less than significant impact. Access to the site would be maintained throughout the construction 
period, and appropriate detours would be provided in the event of potential temporary road 
closures. The project would not interfere with any local or regional emergency response or 
evacuation plans because the project would not result in a substantial alteration to the adjacent 
and area circulation system. The project is typical of urban development in Bakersfield and is 
consistent with the adopted City of Bakersfield Hazardous Materials Area Plan (Bakersfield 1997). 
This plan identifies responsibilities and provides coordination of emergency response at the local 
level to hazardous materials incidents. Therefore, the project would not impair implementation of 
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-~ ......., 
BAKERSFIELD Environmental Checklist and Analysis 

or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, 
making impacts less than significant. 

g. Less than significant impact. The project site is not located within a "very high," "high," or 
"moderate" fire hazard severity zone {CalFire 2022). The site is surrounded by extensively 
developed land, and its vicinity is urban and does not possess high fuel loads that have a high 
potential to cause a wildland fire. The project site would be developed with hardscapes and 
irrigated landscaping, which would further reduce fire potential at the site. Therefore, the project 
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wild 
land fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wild lands, making impacts less than significant. 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

d. Result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

e. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite? 

f. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

g. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

h. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

i. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Im act 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
lncor orated 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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https://www.bakersfieldcity.us/943/Subdivision-Engineering-Design-Manual
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/ca-supreme-court/1719578.html
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