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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 

This Section analyzes potential impacts resulting from reasonably foreseeable 
growth, which includes the General Plan Update. 

 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts ...”.  The CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130 states that 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 a detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project 
alone.  This discussion is guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness, and focuses on the cumulative impact to which the identified on-
going projects contribute, rather than the attributes of other projects that do not 
contribute to the cumulative impact.  The following elements are necessary in an 
adequate discussion of cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
 

a. A list of relevant 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 an adopted General Plan or 

related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which 
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or 
area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

 
1. When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), 

factors to consider when determining whether to include a related 
project should include the nature of each environmental resources 
being examined, the location of the project and its type... 

 
2. “Probable future projects” may be limited to those projects requiring 

an agency approval for an application which has been received at the 
time the notice of preparation is released, unless abandoned by the 
applicant; projects included in an adopted capital improvements 
program, general plan, regional transportation plan, or other similar 
plan; projects included in a summary of projections or projects (or 
development areas designated) in a previously approved project (e.g., 
a subdivision); or those public agency projects for which money has 
been budgeted. 

 
3. Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area 

affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable 
explanation for the geographic limitation used. 
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(2) 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. 
 

(3) A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects.  An 
EIR shall examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigation or avoiding the 
project’s contribution to any significant cumulative effects. 

 
(4) With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may 

involve the adoption of ordinance or regulations rather than the imposition of 
conditions on a project-by-project basis. 

 
Cumulative impacts are discussed in terms of General Plan Update impacts, in 
combination with impacts anticipated for future development (including approved and 
planned development within a Plan area and surrounding affected area).  The 
geographic area for each impact varies, depending on the nature of the impact, 
whether it is regional, such as air quality, or local, such as noise. 
 
Quantification can be difficult for cumulative impacts, as it requires speculative 
estimates of impacts including, but not limited to the following: the geographic 
diversity of impacts (impacts of future development may affect different areas); 
variations in time of impacts; and data for buildout projections may change following 
subsequent approvals.  However, every attempt has been made herein to make 
sound qualitative judgments of the combined effects of, and relationship between, 
land uses and potential impacts. 
 
This EIR assesses the overall environmental effects of the General Plan Update at a 
program level of detail.  This EIR evaluates the overall (cumulative) effects of 
buildout in accordance with the land use designations, land use assumptions, and all 
goals, policies, and implementing strategies contained in the General Plan Update.  
Therefore, the environmental analysis in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of this EIR has 
addressed cumulative effects of development within the Metropolitan area.   
 
In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(1)(b), this section of the EIR 
describes the environmental effects of the General Plan Update in combination with 
the effects of regional buildout, as forecasted in the Kern Council of Governments 
(KERN COG) 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
 
Kern County’s base 2000 population is projected to increase by approximately 32 
percent to 871,600 persons by the year 2010.  The County’s year 2007 number of 
households projection is approximately 254,317 households, an increase of 
approximately 18 percent over the 2000 estimate of 214,614 households.  The 
additional housing construction needed in Kern County by the year 2007 is 30,011 
housing units.1 
 
The year 2010 population of the General Plan Update Planning area is projected to 
be 520,500 persons, an approximate 29 percent growth rate (118,400 persons) over 
the year 2001 estimated population of 402,100 persons.  An estimated 39,500 

                                                           
1
 Kern Council of Governments, 2000 Regional Housing Allocation Plan, May 17, 2001, Page 3. 
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additional housing units would be needed in the Planning area to accommodate this 
projected growth.2   

 

5.2 CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

 
Potential cumulative impacts of the General Plan Update, in combination with KERN 
COG projections, are discussed below.  Pursuant to Section 15355(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, “The cumulative impact...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 probable future projects.” 
 
Cumulative development associated with the General Plan Update and future growth 
within the Planning area would result in potential impacts to the following resource 
areas: 
 

• Land Use;  
• Aesthetics; 
• Traffic/Circulation; 
• Air Quality; 
• Noise; 
• Geologic and Seismically; 
• Soils and Agricultural Resources; 
• Hydrology and Water Quality;  
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural Resources; 
• Public Services and Utilities; 
• Parks and Recreation; 
• Public Health and Safety; and  
• Mineral and Energy Resources. 

 
LAND USE 
 
Land use designations and their associated density standards and floor area ratios 
were not modified in the General Plan Update and no new land use designations were 
added.  Since there are no physical land use changes in the General Plan Update, the 
Update would produce a beneficial effect by making the General Plan a more effective 
planning tool to review future projects and to coordinate with other jurisdictions and 
regulatory agencies on regional planning and environmental matters.  As with the 
current General Plan, the Planning area’s forecasted growth would involve the 
development of the existing undeveloped lands pursuant to the Land Use Map, 
including approximately 35,000 acres of residential uses, approximately 2,800 acres of 
commercial uses, and approximately 9,900 acres of industrial uses.   
 
Continued urbanization and intensification of land uses resulting from development in 
the Metropolitan area and countywide would result in increased human activity and 
cumulative impacts including the following: 

 

• Increased traffic volumes; 
• Increased air emissions; 

                                                           
2
 KERN COG’s 2000 Regional Housing Allocation Plan (Page 29) has identified a future need in the 

Planning area of 13,805 units by the year 2007. 
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• Increased noise volumes; 
• Loss of agricultural land and open space; and 
• Loss of sensitive biological habitats and species; 
• Increased demand for public services and utilities. 

 
Future development in the Metropolitan area and countywide would be evaluated for 
potential land use impacts on a project-by-project basis.  Potential impacts may require 
in-depth analysis at a project-specific level.  In addition, future development would be 
subject to review by the responsible agencies for compliance with relevant local, 
regional, county, state and federal plans/regulations. 
 
The General Plan Update would result in less than significant land use impacts, and 
all future projects under regional and General Plan Update buildout would be 
required to mitigate respective land use impacts on a case-by-case basis.  
Therefore, the incremental impact of the General Plan Update, when considered in 
combination with buildout of the region, would not result in cumulatively significant 
impacts related to land use. 
 
AESTHETICS 

 
Metropolitan Bakersfield, at its core/downtown area, is considered primarily a 
developed community.  Expanding outward from the core downtown area, much of 
the community develops a rural character.  Intensification of land uses in certain 
areas, especially the northeast, could potentially alter landforms, scenic vantage 
points, and the overall character, thus, potentially affecting scenic resources.  
However, many of the outstanding resources (such as the major ridgelines and 
scenic recreational areas) are set aside for preservation or open space and, 
therefore, would not be adversely affected by future growth.  It should be noted that 
some existing scenic vantage points are not located in areas designated for open 
space or preservation land uses, but rather for residential land uses.   
 
All new development projects, Countywide, would undergo environmental and design 
review on a site-specific, project-by-project basis to ensure visual compatibility and 
enhancement of the surrounding environment.  Also, through the implementation of 
the General Plan Update’s goals and policies, the visual environment and character 
of Metropolitan Bakersfield would obtain the high level of quality desired by the City 
and County.  With project-specific environmental and design review by the City and 
County, cumulative aesthetic impacts would be considered less than significant.   
 
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
 
Regional buildout in accordance with the KERN COG 2000 Regional Transportation 
Plan would result in the implementation of regional transportation goals, objectives, 
policies, and actions necessary for development of a planned multimodal 
transportation system in Kern County over the next 20 years.  The analysis 
contained in Section 4.3, Traffic/Circulation, and discussed below has incorporated 
as baseline data the KERN COG model.   
 
Development under the General Plan Update, pursuant to the KERN COG traffic 
model (year 2020), would result in several roadway segments exceeding the level of 
service performance criteria established by the City of Bakersfield.  Additionally, 
numerous roadway segments would have average daily traffic volumes that would 
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exceed the roadway capacity.  With implementation of the goals and policies 
identified in the General Plan Update, all roadway segments, with several 
exemptions, would strive to achieve levels of service that would meet or exceed the 
performance criteria established by the City.3  Where streets/intersections levels of 
service are below Level of Service “C”, mitigation programs have been identified 
involving adjacent right-of-way dedication, access improvements and/or an area-
wide impact fee. 
 
Overall, the General Plan Update, including its goals and policies, would be utilized 
as a “planning tool” to avoid the impacts and roadway deficiencies in the circulation 
system, as identified in the KERN COG traffic model (2020).   However, it is 
acknowledged that the projected future growth within the Planning area and 
countywide would result in an increase in vehicle trips and traffic congestion, as level 
of service deficiencies on several roadways.  Despite the fact that all future 
development would be subject to compliance with the KERN COG 2000 Regional 
Transportation Plan, and the Plan involves the implementation of certain measures 
necessary for development of a planned multimodal transportation system 
Countywide, the impact of the General Plan Update, when considered in combination 
with buildout of the County, would not result in cumulatively significant impacts in this 
regard. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
The General Plan Update, in conjunction with development in the region, would 
result in the development of residential, commercial, and industrial designated areas 
available for development.  The General Plan Update includes measures intended to 
minimize the necessity/length of vehicular trips and to minimize stationary source 
emissions.  On a regional basis, the General Plan Update, in conjunction with 
cumulative development in the region, would contribute to increased air pollutant 
emissions.  Impacts may include regional impacts to the ozone, PM-10 impacts, CO 
hot spots, toxic air emissions and odors.  The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District has addressed mitigation of air quality impacts at a cumulative level. 
 
The District’s mitigation strategies include the following: 
 

• Adopt air quality element/general plan air quality policies/specific plan 
policies; 

• Adopt Local Air Quality Mitigation Fee Program; 
• Fund TCM program: transit bicycle, pedestrian traffic flow improvements, 

transportation system management, rideshare, telecommuting, video-
conferencing, etc. 

• Adopt air quality enhancing design guidelines/standards; 
• Designate pedestrian/transit oriented development areas on general 

plan/specific plan/planned development land use maps; 
• Adopt ordinance limiting woodburning appliances/fireplace installations; 
• Fugitive dust regulation enforcement coordinated with SJVUAPCD 
• Energy efficiency incentive programs 
• Local alternative fuels programs 
• Coordinate location of land uses to separate odor generators and sensitive 

receptors. 

                                                           
3
 Exempt areas would include the downtown Bakersfield redevelopment area and small infill projects. 
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However, even with mitigation, air quality impacts would remain cumulatively 
significant.  Development under the General Plan Update would create unavoidable 
significant impacts related to construction, mobile sources and stationary sources, 
and inconsistency with the AQAP.  These impacts are primarily based on the 
premise that the Planning Area and pollutant sources within are widely dispersed 
and numerous.  Although measures related to construction and stationary sources 
would be implemented on a project-by-project basis, and vehicular emission 
reducing programs would be implemented Planning Area-wide, it is anticipated that 
these impacts would remain unavoidable and significant.  
 
NOISE 
 
Table 4.5-11, Noise Impact Locations (Existing Roadways), shows existing roadways 
that would be impacted by noise from future (2020) traffic volumes.  As indicated on 
Table 4.5-11, noise levels along freeways and along numerous arterial streets would 
incur increases.  As indicated on Table 4.5-12, the Westside Parkway, Crosstown 
Freeway, and numerous arterial streets would have noise levels that would exceed 
65 dBA.  No future collector streets would exceed 65 dBA.  Existing sensitive land 
uses, primarily residential areas, may be exposed to increased noise levels due to 
traffic increases.  Since development between the years 2000 and 2020 would 
exacerbate a current exceedence of CNEL noise standards along several roadways, 
significant noise impacts would occur.  Implementation of General Plan Update goals 
and policies would serve to reduce the severity of noise levels associated with 
vehicular generated noise within Metropolitan Bakersfield in the planning horizon 
year of 2020.  However, it is concluded that goals and policies in the General Plan 
Update would not reduce noise impacts to less than significant levels.  Thus, 
significant and unavoidable noise impacts are assumed to occur with buildout in 
accordance with the General Plan Update. 
 
The General Plan Update’s noise analysis has used as baseline data the KERN 
COG traffic model which considers Countywide growth.  Increased traffic volumes 
resulting from buildout of the General Plan Update and surrounding municipalities in 
the County would result in cumulative increases in vehicular noise levels along major 
thoroughfares in the area.  Although residences and other sensitive noise receptors 
located along these segments may be currently impacted by existing traffic noise, 
buildout conditions would be expected to further aggravate such impacts.  The 
incremental impact of General Plan Update buildout, when considered in 
combination with regional buildout, would be considered significant and unavoidable, 
with respect to traffic noise impacts. 
 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY 
 
Given the highly seismic character of the San Joaquin Valley, any future development 
would encounter certain geologic and seismic risks based on individual site constraints.  
An increased number of people/structures would be exposed to potential substantial 
adverse effects associated with rupture of a known earthquake fault and severe ground 
shaking.  Implementation of the General Plan Update would not result in any significant 
geologic and seismic impacts beyond those anticipated with the current General Plan. 
The geologic and seismic impacts of individual project development under buildout 
conditions would be site-specific and would not contribute to cumulative impacts.  
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Numerous controls would be imposed on development proposals through the permitting 
process.  In general, future development would be regulated (and potential geologic 
impacts reduced) under the requirements of the California Building Code, the Alquist-
Priolo Special Studies Zone Act, City/County land use policies and zoning, and       
Plan-specific mitigation measures.   
 
SOILS AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
As discussed in Section 4.7, Soils and Agricultural Resources, a significant amount of 
Kern County “prime farmland” has been taken out of cultivation in recent years.  This 
trend is anticipated to continue as a result of the forecasted growth, urbanization, and 
intensification of land uses in the Planning area and County of Kern.  Projected growth 
would result in the conversion of prime farmland to non-agricultural use and              
may conflict with Williamson Act Contracts.  These direct impacts resulting in the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses are anticipated to result in secondary 
impacts upon agricultural operations located at the urban-agricultural land use interface. 
The secondary impacts are contributing factors in creating further pressures for 
agricultural lands to convert to urban uses. 
 
Implementation of the General Plan goals and policies, as well as the specified 
mitigation measures, are anticipated to decrease the rate of the conversion of 
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses and encourage the conservation of agricultural 
resources.  However, based on the trend toward farmland conversion and the 
forecasted growth, impacts in this regard would be considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  
 
The General Plan Update would not result in significant hydrology or drainage impacts.  
Any future development projects in the Planning area would be required to mitigate 
specific hydrologic impacts on a project-by-project basis.  Therefore, any such impacts 
associated with individual project development under buildout conditions would be    
site-specific and would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
According to the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan (MBHCP), it is 
anticipated that “one-third of urban growth would occur on natural lands”.  Thus, a 
primary impact of projected growth would be the loss of natural lands.  With 
implementation of the General Plan Update, future development in the County would 
extend urban development into locations where sensitive plant and animal species are 
known and/or expected to occur. This may result in the loss of habitat and individuals of 
species that are classified as Threatened or Endangered. 
 
The City of Bakersfield and County of Kern have determined that the appropriate 
approach to conservation of protected Biological Resources in the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield area is through the Habitat Conservation Planning process.  In 1994, the 
City and County received permits under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the United States 
Endangered Species Act and Section 2081 of the California Endangered Species Act 
for incidental take of protected species in connection with development projects.  The 
goal of the MBHCP is to acquire, preserve and enhance native habitats which support 



  METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD  METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD 
  GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR 

 

 

 
 

DRAFT  JUNE 2002 5-8 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

endangered and sensitive species, while allowing urban development to proceed as set 
forth in the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan. 
 
MBHCP and implementing agreements and ordinances provide a method of collecting 
funds for the acquisition and enhancement of habitat land for purposes of creating 
preserves.  Development projects within the Planning area and County would pay 
mitigation fees that would be used to buy habitat lands.  Wildlife agencies or entities 
they approve manage these lands.  Take avoidance measures are also listed in the 
MBHCP.  Impacts to the sensitive habitats would be mitigated on a project-by-project 
basis and in accordance with the City and County’s HCP program; therefore, reducing 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
Projected growth in the Planning area and County of Kern would expand the urban 
area potentially resulting in the degradation or loss of historic, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources.  The actual impact resulting from this expansion would 
depend on whether the proposed development occurs in areas of high, moderate or low 
archaeological sensitivities.  Thus, potential impacts would be site-specific and an 
evaluation would be conducted on a project-by-project basis.  Each incremental 
development would be required to comply with all applicable State and Federal 
regulations concerning preservation, salvage, or handling of cultural resources.  
Cumulative development is anticipated to result in a less than significant impact to 
cultural resources. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
 
Buildout of the General Plan Update would not result in significant public services 
and utilities impacts.  The increase in population within the Planning area that would 
result from implementation of the General Plan Update would not burden existing 
public services and utilities.  In addition, projects proposed under buildout of the 
General Plan Update would be required to pay school fees in proportion to the 
square footage of the development, and/or directly provide facilities as mitigation for 
these impacts.  Payment of these fees and/or implementation of facilities on a 
project-by-project basis would offset cumulative schools impacts by providing funding 
for new and/or renovated schools equipment and facilities. 
 
On a project-by-project basis, future development in the region, as well as under 
buildout of the General Plan Update, would result in increased demands upon 
existing public facilities and services.  However, the General Plan Update would not 
substantially lower the current level of service of the respective public services.  As 
such, the incremental contribution of the General Plan Update to public services and 
utilities impacts would be less than significant. 
 
PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
Buildout of the General Plan Update would result in less than significant parks and 
recreation impacts.  The increase in population within the Planning area that would 
result from implementation of the General Plan Update would not significantly burden 
existing parks and recreation facilities.  Future development would be required to pay 
parkland fees in proportion to the square footage of the development, and/or directly 
provide facilities as mitigation for these impacts.  Payment of these fees and/or 
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implementation of facilities on a project-by-project basis would offset cumulative 
parkland impacts by providing funding for new and/or renovated parks equipment 
and facilities. 
 
Development of future projects in the region, as well as under buildout of the General 
Plan Update, would result in an increase in the demand upon existing City and 
regional parks and recreational facilities.  As previously noted, the General Plan 
Update would not substantially burden the current parks and recreation facilities.  As 
such, the incremental impact of buildout associated with the General Plan Update 
when considered in combination with regional buildout would not be cumulatively 
significant for parks and recreation.  
 
Implementation of the programs, goals and policies in the General Plan Update 
would minimize potential impacts to existing recreation and parks resources.  These 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.  Impacts to existing 
recreational facilities created by the General Plan Update would be considered less 
than significant and unavoidable.  
 
PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
No significant public health and safety impacts would result from implementation of 
the General Plan Update.  The increase in population within the Planning area that 
would result from implementation of the General Plan Update would not burden 
public health and safety services.   Large scale discretionary projects under buildout 
of the General Plan Update would be required to evaluate their respective public 
health and safety impacts through CEQA review.  However, as described in Section 
4.13, Public Health and Safety, the General Plan Update would not substantially 
burden existing public health and safety services.  As such, the incremental 
contribution of the General Plan Update to public health and safety impacts would be 
less than significant.  
 
MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES  
 
As discussed in Section 4.14, Mineral and Energy Resources, Kern County is ranked 
as the nation's leading petroleum-producing county, the State’s leading natural        
gas-producing county and the state’s second largest sand/gravel producing county.  
Future growth in the Planning area and County would result in both direct and indirect 
impacts upon continued resource recovery operations.  The construction of buildings 
and infrastructure would permanently commit these sites to urbanization and potentially 
result in the creation of incompatible development on the property and ultimately the 
loss of access to oil/gas fields and sand/gravel extraction areas. Therefore, future 
development has the potential to result in the loss of valuable mineral resources 
possessing local and statewide importance.   
 
Future development projects in the Planning area and County would be required to 
evaluate their respective impacts to mineral/energy resources on a project-by-project 
basis.  However, as described in Section 4.14, the General Plan Update would not 
result in substantial impacts in this regard after compliance with goals, policies and 
associated implementation programs.  

 
 

5.3 CONCLUSION 
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Implementation of the General Plan Update in combination with regional growth 
would result in cumulatively significant impacts with respect to: 

 
• Transportation/Circulation; 
• Air Quality; 
• Noise; and 
• Soils and Agricultural Resources.  

 
 


