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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
Since the City of Ridgecrest’s (City’s) proposed Ridgecrest 2030 General Plan Update (General Plan
or Proposed Project) and draft Environment Impact Report (EIR) were published (May 19, 2009),
the City received written comments from public agencies, organizations, and individuals concerning
these documents and the recommendations and findings they contain.
The purpose of this final EIR is twofold. First, this document provides copies of the comment
letters made on the Proposed Project and EIR and provides written responses to all environmental
issues raised in these comments on the Draft EIR (see Public Resources Code, Section
21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088(c)). Second, this document is designed to
function as the Final EIR for the Proposed Project, and as such has been designed to meet the
content requirements of a final program EIR as specified in the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). (See Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines
[California Code of Regulations, title 14, Section 15000 et seq.]
The information provided in this document will be presented to the Ridgecrest City Council
and will be used as part of their review, consideration, and approval of the Proposed Project.

Project Overview
Project Location
Located at the northeast corner of Kern County, Ridgecrest sits at the edge of the Mojave Desert
in the Indian Wells Valley, and is surrounded by four mountain ranges (see Figure ES-1).
The City of Ridgecrest has direct land use jurisdiction over the incorporated city limits, which
encompass about 21.4 square miles. Approximately nine square miles of the city limits lie within
the boundary of the Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) China Lake. Although in the city limits,
the area on NAWS China Lake is managed by the Navy, and the City does not exercise land use
authority over this area. Development and planning within this area is managed by NAWS China
Lake and the U.S. Navy. The Planning Area for the Proposed Project includes the city limits
and surrounding unincorporated areas that bear relation to the future planning and organization
of the community.
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Figure ES-1
Regional Locator

Executive Summary

Project Description
The existing General Plan was adopted in August 1994 and contains the following 8 elements: Land
Use, Circulation (and Transportation), Housing, Open Space, Conservation, Economic Development,
Noise, and Safety.
The City must ensure that the Proposed Project and its component parts comprise an integrated,
internally consistent, and compatible statement of development policies. Consequently, the City
has chosen to update its existing general plan to include all of the mandatory elements (identified
above) and include several additional elements necessary to address key planning issues specific
to the City’s Planning Area. These include a Military Sustainability Element. Table ES-1 illustrates
how the elements of the Proposed Project relate to the seven mandatory elements set out in state law.
TABLE ES-1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND THE STATE-MANDATED ELEMENTS
State-Mandated Elements
Proposed Project

Land Use

Circulation

Conservation

Land Use

9

Military Sustainability

9

9

Community Design

9

9

Circulation

9

Open Space and Conservation

9

Open Space

Noise

Safety

9
9

9

9

9
9

Health and Safety

9
9

9

Although the City has incorporated a Military Sustainability element into the Proposed Project, there
are a number of policies that support military compatibility planning concepts included in other
elements. Many of these policies were the result of the City’s participation in the R-2508 Joint
Land Use Study (JLUS) completed in May 2008. To assist in locating compatibility planning policies
related to the recommendations in the JLUS, these are highlighted with JLUS icon.

Project Objectives
The Proposed Project presents several key objectives that were identified and considered by the City
based on various policy direction themes used to guide development of the General Plan Goals and
Policies Report and input received from City stakeholders during public workshops held earlier
in the General Plan Update process. These objectives include the following:
•

Minimize the loss of open space land.

•

Protect existing land uses from incompatible development.

•

Encourage infill development and the use of village centers that can be the focus and
foundation of neighborhoods within the City.

•

Promote a diverse economy and compatible land uses with the surrounding military
operations.

•

Address recent environmental trends and issues, such as green-house gases, energy
conservation, and long-term water supply.
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Build-out under the Draft General Plan
Full development under the project is referred to as “build out”. This section describes the
implications of General Plan build-out in terms of future land uses proposed for the City. Under
the Preferred Land Use Alternative, adequate land is provided by this General Plan to accommodate
anticipated housing and employment needs through 2030.
The EIR assumes that buildout of the Proposed Project will occur by 2030 for all land use types
and will result in a total population of 50,000 individuals by that time. Development under the
Proposed Project will be incremental and timed in response to market conditions. The proposed
General Plan will include policies intended to control the amount and location of new growth.
The Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram graphically depicts the major land use and circulation
relationships of the General Plan. The policies contained in the General Plan, to the extent they can be
graphically depicted (i.e., location of schools and parks, relationship of high-density residential areas
and commercial areas to circulation corridors), are illustrated on the Land Use Diagram. As shown in
Figure ES-2 and Table ES-2, the Land Use/Circulation Diagram is comprised of fourteen land use
designations that cover residential, commercial, office, industrial, public uses, and open space.
The land use designations with the largest amount of acreage on the diagram are Rural and Estate
Residential. These designations are primarily located along the outer edges of the Planning Area.
These designations provide a buffer from aviation operations at China Lake and serve to transition
to the more rural areas within unincorporated Kern County.
A variety of public uses that serve residential development, such as schools and parks, are also shown
on the Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram. However, these locations for future facilities are
only shown to represent the general area for the facility. Final locations will be determined during
site selection by the school district or City, respectively.
TABLE ES-2
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
Land Use Designation Type

Acres

Residential (total)
Residential Large Lot
Rural Residential
Residential Estate
Residential Low
Residential Medium
Commercial/Industrial (total)
Commercial
Commercial Downtown
Commercial Village
Industrial
Other (total)
Institutional
Military
Parks
Open Space
Infrastructure (total)
Public Rights-of-Way/Infrastructure
Total
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11,460
3,470
3,080
2,160
1,930
820
1,890
820
120
10
940
12,220
1,080
9,660
190
1,290
1,340
1,340
26,910

Percent
43%

7%

45%

5.0%
100.0%
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Figure ES-2
Preferred Land Use and Circulation Diagram
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Summary of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d), a Draft EIR must describe a range
of reasonable alternatives to the proposed program/project or to its location that could feasibly attain
the program/project’s basic objectives and reduce the impacts of the proposed program/project.
The following three alternatives to the Proposed Project are considered and described in greater
detail in Chapter 4.0 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” of the Draft EIR:
•

Alternative 1— No Project Alternative (Build-out of existing 1991 General Plan)

•

Alternative 2 – Increased Residential Density Alternative

•

Alternative 3 – Reduced Development Yield Alternative

Overall EIR Approach and Assumptions
This EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR. As a Program EIR, this document focuses on the
overall effects of the Proposed Project. However, the analysis does not examine in detail the localized
effects of potential site-specific projects that may occur under the overall umbrella of this program
in future years. In fact, this EIR assumes that specific development projects and infrastructure
improvement proposals submitted to the City may necessitate an independent environmental
analysis in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. The nature of general plans is such that many
proposed policies are intended to be general, with details to be later determined during the
implementation phases of the general plan. Consequently, many of the impacts and mitigation
measures can only be described in general or qualitative terms.
The proposed General Plan is intended to be self-mitigating, in that the policies and implementation
measures are designed to mitigate environmental impacts. This EIR clearly identifies how the impacts
of future development in Ridgecrest will be mitigated through the implementation of the policies and
measures of the Proposed Project. A significance criterion is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative,
or performance level of a particular environmental effect that, if exceeded, indicates that the impact
is considered to be significant.
The analysis provided in the EIR is based on the following key assumptions:
•

Full Implementation. This EIR assumes that all policies in the proposed General Plan will
be fully implemented and all development will be consistent with the Preferred Land Use
Diagram.

•

Buildout in 2030. The EIR assumes that overall buildout of the Proposed Project will occur
by 2030. Development under the Proposed Project will be incremental and timed in response
to market conditions. The proposed General Plan will include policies intended to control
the amount and location of new growth.

Summary of Environmental Impacts
All of the impacts analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR, including those considered to be lessthan-significant, are summarized in Table ES-3.
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Section 3.1

Land Use and Aesthetics

Impact 3.1-1:

The Proposed Project could conflict with other applicable adopted land
use plans.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.1-2

The Proposed Project could conflict with an applicable Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP).

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.1-3

The Proposed Project could substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of scenic resources or vistas.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.1-4

The Proposed Project could substantially degrade the quality of scenic
corridors or views from scenic roadways.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.1-5

The Proposed Project would create a new source of substantial light or No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

PS

SU

PS

LS

Section 3.2

Public Services and Utilities

Impact 4.2-1

The Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in vehicular
traffic.

Impact 3.2-1

The Proposed Project could require new or expanded water supply
facilities or affect the adequacy of a water supply.

The following new policy is required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level:
• Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer
fees, public facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or
assessment districts) to finance public service and facility design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

Impact 3.2-2

The Proposed Project could result in impacts to groundwater supply,
recharge, and secondary impacts to groundwater resources.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-3

The Proposed Project could result in increased wastewater treatment
demand and result in the need for new or expanded facilities.

The following new policies are required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a
less than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer
fees, public facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or
assessment districts) to finance public service and facility design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
• Policy LU-10.18 Monitoring Plant Performance. The City shall continue to
monitor the performance of the City’s wastewater treatment plant to determine
when additional capacity will be required and plan for needed treatment
capacity. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
Less-than-significant = LS
City of Ridgecrest General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Cumulative Significant = CS
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures
• Policy LU-10.19 Wastewater Discharge Monitoring. The City shall continue
to monitor and ensure that all wastewater is treated in compliance with
approved discharge permits. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

Impact 3.2-4

The Proposed Project could violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality.

The following new policies are required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a
less than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer
fees, public facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or
assessment districts) to finance public service and facility design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
• Policy LU-10.18 Monitoring Plant Performance. The City shall continue to
monitor the performance of the City’s wastewater treatment plant to determine
when additional capacity will be required and plan for needed treatment
capacity. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
• Policy LU-10.19 Wastewater Discharge Monitoring. The City shall continue
to monitor and ensure that all wastewater is treated in compliance with
approved discharge permits. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
Impact 3.2-5

The Proposed Project could result in water quality issues resulting from None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
increased soil erosion and downstream sedimentation related to
Implementation Measures).
construction activities.

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-6

The Proposed Project could affect drainage patterns through increased The following new policies are required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a
on-site and downstream erosion and sedimentation.
less than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer
fees, public facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or
assessment districts) to finance public service and facility design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
• Policy LU-10.18 Monitoring Plant Performance. The City shall continue to
monitor the performance of the City’s wastewater treatment plant to determine
when additional capacity will be required and plan for needed treatment
capacity. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
• Policy LU-10.19 Wastewater Discharge Monitoring. The City shall continue
to monitor and ensure that all wastewater is treated in compliance with
approved discharge permits. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

Less-than-significant = LS
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact
Impact 3.2-7

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

The Proposed Project could result in the need for increased stormwater The following new policy is required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a less
drainage system capacities.
than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer
fees, public facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or
assessment districts) to finance public service and facility design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
Impact 3.2-8

The Proposed Project would increase solid waste disposal demand.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-9

The Proposed Project would increase the need or use of law
enforcement service.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-10

The Proposed Project would increase the need or use of fire protection None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
service.
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-11

The Proposed Project would increase the need or use of school
services or facilities.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.2-12

The Proposed Project would increase the need or use of libraries.

The following new policy is required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy LU-10.18 Expand Library Services. The City shall continue to
coordinate with the Kern County Library System to expand library facilities and
services as necessary to meet the needed growth and according to an
established square foot per capita standard of 1.0 square foot of library space
per resident. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

Section 3.3

Transportation and Circulation

Impact 3.3-1

The Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in vehicular No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
traffic.
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-2

The Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in public
transit usage.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-3

The Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in bicycle
and pedestrian activity.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-4

The Proposed Project could result in inadequate parking capacity.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.3-5

The Proposed Project could conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks).

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Less-than-significant = LS
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Section 3.4

Air Quality, Climate Change, and Energy

Impact 3.4-1

The Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
of an applicable air quality plan.
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.4-2

The Proposed Project would violate air quality standards or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.4-3

The Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants. Future growth in accordance with the
Proposed Project would exceed the KCAPCD thresholds for PM10.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.4-4

The Proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

The following new policy is required to ensure that this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level:

PS

LS

• Policy HS-2.15 Vehicular Air Toxics Exposure Reduction. The City shall
require that, for any sensitive uses proposed to be located within 500 feet of
high volume traffic routes where daily vehicle accounts exceed 100,000, require
the use of an HVAC system with filtration to mitigate infiltration of vehicle emissions
as warranted by exposure analysis. [New Policy – Draft EIR]
Impact 3.4-5

The Proposed Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.4-6

The Proposed Project would potentially conflict with implementation of
state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

The following new policies are required to ensure that this impact is reduced to the
greatest extent feasible:

PS

SU

• Policy HS-6.3: Support Climate Action Team Emission Reduction
Strategies. The City will continue to monitor the activities of the Climate Action
Team (CAT) as they continue to develop a recommended list of emission
reduction strategies. As appropriate, the City will evaluate each new project
under the updated General Plan to determine its consistency with the CAT
emission reduction strategies. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]
• Policy HS-6.4: Support Offsite Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. The City will support and encourage the use of off-site measures
or the purchase of carbon offsets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. [New
Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]
• Health & Safety Implementation Measure 24.0. The City shall develop and
maintain a climate action plan. The climate action plan shall include the
following elements: an emissions inventory, emission reduction targets,
applicable greenhouse gas control measures, and monitoring and report plan.
[New Implementation – Draft EIR Analysis]
Less-than-significant = LS
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.4-7

The Proposed Project would increase energy demand and require
additional energy resources.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Section 3.5

Noise

Impact 3.5-1

The Proposed Project could expose a variety of noise-sensitive land
uses to construction noise.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.5-2

The Proposed Project could expose a variety of noise-sensitive land
uses to traffic noise.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.5-3

The Proposed Project could result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in noise effects.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.5-4

The Proposed Project could expose a variety of noise-sensitive land
uses to stationary noise sources.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.5-5

The Proposed Project could expose a variety of noise-sensitive land
uses to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

LS

N/A

Section 3.6

Hydrology and Drainage

Impact 3.6-1

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
The Proposed Project could expose people or structures to flood
hazards from development within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area or from Implementation Measures).
increased rates or amounts of surface runoff from development.

Section 3.7

Biological Resources

Impact 3.7-1

The Proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on a variety of special status
species.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.7-2

The Proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on a variety of common plant
and wildlife species.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.7-3

The Proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect on
sensitive natural communities including federally protected wetlands.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.7-4

The Proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect on
wildlife habitat, nursery sites, or movement opportunities.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.7-5

The Proposed Project would not conflict with any local policies or
None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation Implementation Measures).
policy or ordinance.

LS

N/A

Less-than-significant = LS
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
After
Before
Mitigation
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Section 3.8

Mineral Resources and Geology

Impact 3.8-1

The Proposed Project could expose people to injury or structures to
damage from potential rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong
groundshaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.8-2

The Proposed Project could result in potential structural damage from
development on a potentially unstable geologic unit or soil.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.8-3

The Proposed Project could increase the potential for structural damage None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
from development on expansive soil.
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Section 3.9

Cultural Resources

Impact 3.9-1

The Proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change to a
historic resource.

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

PS

SU

Impact 3.9-2

The Proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change to
archaeological, paleontological, and/or human remains.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Section 3.10

Health and Safety

Impact 3.10-1

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
The Proposed Project could result in development located within an
airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or private airstrip but Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.
would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area.

PS

SU

Impact 3.10-2

The Proposed Project could include uses that create a significant
hazard to the public or environment from the transportation, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.10-3

The Proposed Project could include uses that emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste near
school sites.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.10-4

The Proposed Project could locate development on a hazardous waste None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
site.
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.10-5

The Proposed Project could expose people or structures to a significant None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.
Implementation Measures).

LS

N/A

Impact 3.10-6

The Proposed Project could impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

PS

SU

Less-than-significant = LS
City of Ridgecrest General Plan Update
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Beneficial = B

Significant = S

No Feasible Mitigation Measures (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan
Policies and Implementation Measures) Available.

Cumulative Significant = CS

Significant and Unavoidable = SU Potentially Significant = PS

ES-12

N/A = Not Applicable
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
Introduction

During the public review process for the City of Ridgecrest General Plan Update Draft
Environmental Impact Report (draft EIR), the City of Ridgecrest received written comments from
public agencies, organizations, and individuals concerning this document and the recommendations
and findings it contains.
This final EIR includes the comments made on the draft EIR and provides written responses
to these comments. The required contents of a final EIR and the certification process are described
below. The information in this document will be presented to the Ridgecrest City Council and will be
used as part of their review, consideration, and approval of the project.

California Environmental Quality Act Compliance
The final EIR for the Proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines for
implementation of CEQA. Specifically, Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires
that a final EIR consist of the following:
•

The Draft EIR (including any and all technical appendices) or a revision of the draft;

•

Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR;

•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR;

•

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the
review and consultation process; and

•

Any other information added by the lead agency.

The draft EIR for the Proposed Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14). As described in the CEQA Guidelines, Section
15121(a), an EIR is a public information document that assesses the potential environmental effects
of a proposed project, as well as identifies mitigation measures and alternatives to the project
that could reduce or avoid adverse environmental impacts. CEQA guidelines require that state
and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which
they have discretionary authority. Consequently, the EIR is an information document used in
the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose of an EIR to recommend either
approval or denial of a project.
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The procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects (Public Resources
Code Section 21002).”
As a general rule, “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects”. However, in the event specific economic, social, or other
conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects
may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof (ibid)”.
The lead agency must “certify” the final EIR. According to the “CEQA Guidelines”, “certification”
consists of three separate steps. Prior to approving a project, the lead agency (in this case the City
of Ridgecrest) shall certify that: (1) the final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;
(2) the final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency and the body
has reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR prior to approving the
project; and (3) that the final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis
[CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090(a); see also Public Resources Code, Section 21082.1 (c)(3)].
Under CEQA, a lead agency must make certain determinations before it can approve or carry out
a project if the EIR reveals that the project will result in one or more significant environmental
impacts. First, before approving a project for which a certified final EIR has identified significant
environmental effects, the lead agency must make one or more specific written findings for each
of the identified significant impacts. These findings [see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091(a)]
include and are limited to the following:
1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the
final EIR.
2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.
3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.
Second, if there remain significant environmental effects even with the adoption of feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives, the agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” before
it can proceed with the project. The statement of overriding consideration must be supported
by substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15092 and 15093).
These overriding considerations include the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of the proposed project. The lead agency must balance these potential benefits against the project’s
unavoidable environmental effects when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the
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unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the lead agency may consider the adverse environmental
impacts to be “acceptable” [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(a)]. These benefits should be set forth
in the statement of overriding considerations, and may be based on the final EIR and/or other
information in the record of proceedings [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b)].
Notably, the California Supreme Court, reflecting on this multi-step process for considering project
impacts and benefits, has stated that, “[t]he wisdom of approving…any development project,
a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion
of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we
interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” [See
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)52 Cal.3d 553,576]

Final EIR Process for the City
The draft EIR for the Proposed Project was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2008111097)
and released for public and agency review on May 19, 2009. The public review and comment period
for the draft EIR closed on July 2, 2009. A notice of availability was posted on the General Plan
website (http://www.westplanning.com/ridgecrest/index.htm) and mailed/emailed to all interested
parties on the City’s General Plan Notification list.
The City Council will review the Proposed Project, final EIR, Planning Commission and City
department staff recommendations, and public testimony to decide whether to certify the final
EIR and whether to approve or deny the project.

Project Setting
Located at the northeast corner of Kern County, Ridgecrest sits at the edge of the Mojave Desert
in the Indian Wells Valley, and is surrounded by four mountain ranges. Ridgecrest is the county’s
third largest incorporated city and second largest urban area (see Figure 1-1).
The City of Ridgecrest has direct land use jurisdiction over the incorporated city limits, which
encompass about 21.4 square miles. Approximately nine square miles of the city limits lie within
the boundary of the Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) China Lake. Although in the city limits,
the area on NAWS China Lake is managed by the Navy, and the City does not exercise land use
authority over this area. Development and planning within this area is managed by NAWS China
Lake and the U.S. Navy. The Planning Area for the Proposed Project includes the city limits
and surrounding unincorporated areas that bear relation to the future planning and organization
of the community.

The City of Ridgecrest 2030 General Plan Update
State law requires each county and city to prepare and adopt a comprehensive and long-range
general plan for its physical development (Government Code Section 65300). Each general plan
must address the seven topics (referred to as “elements”) of land use, circulation, housing, open-space,
conservation, safety, and noise as identified in State law (Government Code Section 65302),
to the extent that the topics are locally relevant. The general plan may also include other topics of
local interest, as chosen by the City (Government Code Section 65303).
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Proposed Project
The existing General Plan was adopted in August 1994 and contains the following 8 elements: Land
Use, Circulation (and Transportation), Housing, Open Space, Conservation, Economic Development,
Noise, and Safety.
The City must ensure that the Proposed Project and its component parts comprise an integrated,
internally consistent, and compatible statement of development policies. Consequently, the City
has chosen to update its existing general plan to include all of the mandatory elements (identified
above) and include several additional elements necessary to address key planning issues specific
to the City’s Planning Area. These include a Military Sustainability Element. Table 1-1 illustrates
how the elements of the Proposed Project relate to the seven mandatory elements set out in state law.
TABLE 1-1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND THE STATE-MANDATED ELEMENTS
State-Mandated Elements
Proposed Project

Land Use

Circulation

Conservation

Land Use

9

Military Sustainability

9

9

Community Design

9

9

Circulation

9

Open Space and Conservation

9

Open Space

Noise

Safety

9
9

9

9

9
9

Health and Safety

9
9

9

Although the City has incorporated a Military Sustainability element into the Proposed Project,
there are a number of policies that support military compatibility planning concepts included in
other elements. Many of these policies were the result of the City’s participation in the R-2508
Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) completed in May 2008. To assist in locating compatibility planning
policies related to the recommendations in the JLUS, these are highlighted with JLUS icon.

Project Objectives
The Proposed Project presents several key objectives that were identified and considered by the City
based on various policy direction themes used to guide development of the General Plan Goals and
Policies Report and input received from City stakeholders during public workshops held earlier
in the General Plan Update process. These objectives include the following:
•

Minimize the loss of open space land.

•

Protect existing land uses from incompatible development.

•

Encourage infill development and the use of village centers that can be the focus and
foundation of neighborhoods within the City.

•

Promote a diverse economy and compatible land uses with the surrounding military
operations.
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•

Address recent environmental trends and issues, such as green-house gases, energy
conservation, and long-term water supply.

Planning Boundaries
The City’s Planning Area is shown on the Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram provided in
Figure 1-2. Established by the City of Ridgecrest, this Planning Area includes unincorporated
areas beyond the City’s current sphere of influence and includes those areas the City feels will
influence the future of the community and have bearing on the City’s future plans.

Buildout under the Draft General Plan
The Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram for the General Plan is shown in Figure 1-2. This diagram
is a result of the alternatives development process that took place at a number of community
workshops, General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) workshops, City Council, and Planning
Commission workshops. This diagram represents the Preferred Land Use/Circulation Alternative
and will serve as part of the Proposed Project to be analyzed in this Draft EIR. The Draft Land
Use/Circulation Diagram is comprised of various land use designations as identified in the Goals
and Policies Report. Table 1-2 provides a list of these designated land uses.
The EIR assumes that buildout of the Proposed Project will occur by 2030 for all land use types
and will result in a total population of 50,000 individuals by that time. Development under the
Proposed Project will be incremental and timed in response to market conditions. The proposed
General Plan will include policies intended to control the amount and location of new growth.
The Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram graphically depicts the major land use and circulation
relationships of the General Plan. The policies contained in the General Plan, to the extent they can be
graphically depicted (i.e., location of schools and parks, relationship of high-density residential
areas and commercial areas to circulation corridors), are illustrated on the Land Use Diagram.
As shown in Figure 1-2 and Table 1-2, the Land Use/Circulation Diagram is comprised of fourteen
land use designations that cover residential, commercial, office, industrial, public uses, and open
space.
The land use designations with the largest amount of acreage on the diagram are Rural and Estate
Residential. These designations are primarily located along the outer edges of the Planning Area.
These designations provide a buffer from aviation operations at China Lake and serve to transition
to the more rural areas within unincorporated Kern County.
A variety of public uses that serve residential development, such as schools and parks, are also shown
on the Draft Land Use/Circulation Diagram. However, these locations for future facilities are
only shown to represent the general area for the facility. Final locations will be determined during
site selection by the school district or City, respectively.
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TABLE 1-2
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
Land Use Designation Type

Acres

Residential (total)
Residential Large Lot
Rural Residential
Residential Estate
Residential Low
Residential Medium
Commercial/Industrial (total)
Commercial
Commercial Downtown
Commercial Village
Industrial
Other (total)
Institutional
Military
Parks
Open Space
Infrastructure (total)
Public Rights-of-Way/Infrastructure
Total

11,460
3,470
3,080
2,160
1,930
820
1,890
820
120
10
940
12,220
1,080
9,660
190
1,290
1,340
1,340
26,910

Percent
43%

7%

45%

5.0%
100.0%

Organization of the Document
This final EIR comprises five chapters that meet the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines,
as outlined above. The five chapters that make up this final EIR are as follows:
•

“Executive Summary” provides a brief project description and presents a summary table
of the Proposed Project’s environmental effects.

•

Chapter 1, “Introduction” provides a brief overview of the Proposed Project,
environmental compliance activities conducted to date, and outlines the contents and
organization of the final EIR

•

Chapter 2, “Comments on the Draft EIR” provides a list of commentors and copies of
written comments (coded for reference).

•

Chapter 3, “Response to Comments on the Draft EIR” provides the lead agency
responses to the comments identified in Chapter 2.

•

Chapter 4, “Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR” includes any corrections
and/or additions to the draft EIR text as a result of comments made on the draft EIR.
These changes to the draft EIR are indicated by revision marks (underline for new text
and strikeout for deleted text).

•

Chapter 5, “Report Preparation” provides a list of the individuals involved in the
preparation of the final EIR.

In reference to Section 15132(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the draft EIR for the Proposed
Project has been incorporated by reference into this final EIR. A copy of the draft EIR is on file
at the City of Ridgecrest Planning Department located at 100 W. California Avenue, Ridgecrest,
CA. A copy can also be viewed by visiting the General Plan web site at
(http://www.westplanning.com/ridgecrest/index.htm).
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CHAPTER 2

Comments on the Draft EIR
Introduction
This chapter provides a list of all the written comments received during the public review period
for the draft EIR.

Summary of Comment Letters
The public agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the draft EIR
are listed below in Table 2-1. As shown in the table, each comment letter has been designated by
a specific letter and number that will be used to refer to particular comments and responses.
Each of the comment letters identified in Table 2-1 are provided on the following pages, with
individual responses to each of the comment letters provided in Chapter 3 “Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIR”. The content of each letter has been divided into individual comments. To assist
in referencing these comments and providing a link to the responses (included in Chapter 3), each
comment letter has been assigned a letter and number combination (i.e. A1, A2, etc.) and each
individual comment within the letter a corresponding number (i.e. A1-1, A1-2, etc.). Letters received
from public agencies have been organized by federal, state, or local agency category and identified
by the letter “A”, followed by a number. For example, the first agency letter (Department of the
Navy) is identified as “A1”, the second agency letter (Caltrans) as “A2”, and so forth. Letters from
individuals and organizations have been assigned the letter “I”. This category follows the same
numbering assignment as described previously (I1, I2, I3, etc.). The responses provided in Chapter 3
of this final EIR are organized in a similar fashion.
Where changes to the draft EIR text result from these responses to comments, those changes are
presented in Chapter 4 “Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR” of this document, with changes
shown by underlining new text (e.g., new text) and striking out text to be deleted (e.g., deleted
text). Comments which present opinions about the project unrelated to environmental issues
or which raise issues not directly related either to the substance of the draft EIR or to environmental
issues are noted without a detailed response.
After careful consideration of all the letters received on the draft EIR and the responses to the
comments in the letters, City staff has concluded that none of the information received or generated
since the publication of the draft EIR constitutes “significant new information” within the meaning
of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. For this reason,
the City need not “recirculate” for additional public comment either a full or a partial revision
to the draft EIR and the preparation of a final EIR is considered appropriate.
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TABLE 2-1
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED DURING THE DRAFT EIR REVIEW PERIOD
Commenter

Date Received

Letter Code

Public Agencies – Federal, State, and Regional (i.e., County)
United States Department of the Navy

June 30, 2009

A1

State of California - Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

June 30, 2009

A2

July 1, 2009

A3

July 1, 2009

I1

June 30, 2009

I2

County of Kern – Planning Department

Organizations and Individuals
Pleistocene Foundation
S.G. Rajtora, PhD
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CHAPTER 3

Response to Comments on the Draft EIR
Introduction
Individual responses to each of the comment letters identified in Chapter 2 “Comments on the Draft
EIR” are included in this chapter. Neither the comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) nor the City’s responses thereto raise any “significant new information” within the meaning
of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, the
City of Ridgecrest, as the CEQA Lead Agency, has directed that a final EIR be prepared. In some
cases, these responses have also been prepared to address specific land use or planning concerns
(i.e., requests for land use/zoning changes, etc.) related to the Project but unrelated to the EIR or
environmental issues associated with the Project. Comments which present opinions about the
project unrelated to environmental issues or which raise issues not directly related to the
substance of the EIR, the General Plan Update, or to environmental issues are noted without a
detailed response.

Response to Comments
The following responses correspond to the numbers for each comment presented in Chapter 2
“Comments on the Draft EIR”.

Individual Responses – Public Agencies
Letter A1. United States Department of the Navy
Response to Comment A1-1: The commenter provides advance copies of updated noise
contour maps for the Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS), China Lake. As the maps are preliminary
and part of an ongoing study that is anticipated to be completed later this year (2009 – contingent
on available funding), the City appreciates the preliminary draft information and looks forward to
reviewing the completed study when available.

Letter A2. California Department of Transportation
Response to Comment A2-1: Commenter summarizes the intention of the Proposed Project
(which includes identifying policies and implementation measures proposed for adoption by the City
to address a variety of traffic and circulation issues) and the Draft EIR. The commenter also states
that the transportation and circulation impact conclusion of “significant and unavoidable” in the Draft
EIR is reflective of the City’s lack of confidence in its general plan to mitigate these impacts.
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The City would like to correctly point out that the significance conclusion is not due to a lack of
confidence in its updated General Plan policies, rather it is reflective of the funding and coordination
realities that may preclude the City’s ability to completely mitigate (on its own) individual traffic
impacts that involve facilities outside the City’s jurisdiction (including County and State operated
facilities). It is not the intent of the City to give up and defer the identification and mitigation of
future individual project impacts. Rather, it is the City’s intent to establish an updated set of policies
and implementation measures that address the range of transportation and circulation impacts that
will be faced by the City as future growth consistent with the Proposed Project occurs in the City’s
Planning Area. As indicated on page 3.3-7 of the “Transportation and Circulation” section of the Draft
EIR, the policies and implementation measures are comprehensive and address a range of
transportation issues including roadway operations, funding, maintenance, and planning (see table
below).
Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that the Planning Area’s transportation system is integrated with
the regional transportation system and that a variety of financing mechanism are available include the following:
C-1.1 Circulation Diagram
C-1.2 City Accessibility
C-1.3 Coordination with Caltrans
C-1.4 Coordination with Other Agencies
C-1.5 Transportation Improvement Financing
C-1.6 Additional Funding Sources
C-1.7 Provision of Transportation Infrastructure and Cost
Sharing

C-1.8 Sustainable and Compatibility-Oriented
Transportation Project
Implementation Measure #1.0
Implementation Measure #2.0
Implementation Measure #3.0
Implementation Measure #4.0
Implementation Measure #5.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that the Planning Area’s transportation system operates at
acceptable levels of service include the following:
C-2.1 Maintain Existing Streets
C-2.2 Prioritization of Street and Highway Improvements
C-2.3 New Development
C-2.4 Level of Service for Local Streets and Intersections
C-2.5 Existing Service Levels
C-2.6 Monitor Intersections
C-2.7 Roadway Standards
C-2.8 Handicap Access
C-2.9 Driveway Access
C-2.10 Jack Ranch Road
C-2.11 East/West Circulation
C-2.12 Road Accessibility and Efficiency
C-2.13 Bowman Road Multi-Use Corridor
C-2.14 Traffic Congestion

C-2.15 Street Improvements, Upgrades, and
Maintenance
C-2.17 College Heights Boulevard
C-2.18 North Richmond Road
C-2.19 Rural-Residential Street Classification
C-2.20 Reduction of Vehicular Trips
C-2.21 Traffic Control Facilities
C-2.22 Consistent Roadway Signage
C-2.23 Traffic Signal Timing
C-2.24 Land Use and Transportation Interaction
C-2.25 Development Standards
C-2.26 Development Approval
C-2.27 Extension of Bowman Road
C-2.28 Regional Transportation Access

The City agrees with the commenter’s concern regarding the role of future development as it relates
to individual project transportation impacts. The following are several policies and implementation
measures from the City’ updated Circulation Element that demonstrates the City’s response to this
concern:
•

C-2.3 New Development. The City shall ensure that streets and highways will be
available to serve new development by requiring detailed traffic studies and necessary
improvements as a component of all major development proposals. [New Policy]

•

C-2.26 Development Approval. The City shall require the completion of arterial
intersection signalization or signage prior to the issuance of the final certificate of
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occupancy for all major development. [Existing Implementation Measure #8, Circulation
Element]
•

Implementation Measure #5. The City shall update its Traffic Impact Fees along with
CIP updates to provide funding for the CIP project list. The fees shall also be updated
annually based on a construction cost index. [Existing Implementation Measure #13,
Circulation Element - revised]

•

Implementation Measure 9.0. The City shall conduct a thorough site plan review for all
major new development projects to ensure consistency with goals, policies and standards
of the City. [New Implementation Measure]

Response to Comment A2-2: Commenter provides several additional policy-related
suggestions for consideration by the City. These suggestions are described below.
The commenter suggests expanding the Planning Area to include adjacent County land as a first
step in developing a Regional Traffic Impact Fee Program with Kern County. Although the City
does not wish to expand its Planning Area further than it can adequately support this growth, the City
does support continued coordination with other regional entities on the funding of future regional
infrastructure projects. Specific policies and circulation implementation measures highlighting
this commitment include the following:
•

C-1.3 Coordination with Caltrans. The City shall coordinate with Caltrans in developing
transportation policies pertaining to SR14 and US 395 that reflect Caltrans transportation
policies for these roadways. [New Policy]

•

C-1.4 Coordination with Other Agencies. The City shall coordinate with Kern County,
the Kern Council of Governments, and NAWS China Lake in developing City transportation
strategies that reflect the transportation policies and needs of all entities in the region shown
on Figure 6-2 so mutually beneficial solutions can be developed. [New Policy]

•

C-1.5 Transportation Improvement Financing. The City shall utilize the City’s capital
improvement program, developer dedications, public facilities fees and other mechanisms
to finance transportation needs and improvements. [New Policy]

•

C-1.6 Additional Funding Sources. The City shall work with County, Caltrans, and other
jurisdictions and agencies to secure additional funding to meet transportation funding
shortfalls for priority projects and other modes of transportation. [New Policy]

•

C-1.7 Provision of Transportation Infrastructure and Cost Sharing. All new
development projects shall be required to pay their fair share of the cost of constructing
needed transportation and transit facilities, and contributing to ongoing operations and
services. This shall include the costs associated with mitigating new development impacts
on the capacity of existing transportation facilities and services. All essential facilities
and services will be installed prior to or concurrent with such new development or phased
as specified in the applicable environmental documents. This requirement shall be made a
condition of project approval. [New Policy]

•

Implementation Measure 3.0. The City shall coordinate with Kern County on
improvements to transportation facilities traversing City and County Jurisdiction.
[New Implementation Measure]
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•

Implementation Measure 4.0. The City shall participate in the transportation funding and
programming process with the Kern Council of Governments. [New Implementation
Measure]

•

Implementation Measure 5.0. The City shall update its Traffic Impact Fees along with
CIP updates to provide funding for the CIP project list. The fees shall also be updated
annually based on a construction cost index. [Existing Implementation Measure #13,
Circulation Element - revised]

The commenter also suggests that the City (if not currently being done) should take a more active
role in the review of Kern County development projects. The City concurs with this suggestion
and the above mentioned policies/implementation measures reinforce the City’s desire to maintain
an active role in addressing a variety of environmental and infrastructure issues facing the region.
Response to Comment A2-3: Commenter states that a reference to circulation roundabouts
may be necessary throughout the updated Circulation Element. While a specific reference to
circulation roundabouts is currently limited to Policy C-3.2 “Roundabouts” within the “Neighborhood
Traffic” section of the updated Circulation Element, the City supports the concept of this particular
type of traffic improvement and will consider its use, as appropriate, throughout the entire City’s
circulation network.

Letter A3. County of Kern Planning Department
Response to Comment A3-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to their
comment letter and describes the future growth assumptions outlined in the updated General Plan
and analyzed in the EIR.
Response to Comment A3-2: The commenter provides several comments regarding the
overall approach and assumptions of the EIR for the Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project (City of Ridgecrest 2030 General Plan Update) is a long range planning
document that addresses planning issues over a 40 square mile boundary. The City’s approach to
guiding development within its Planning Area is to create a framework of goals and policies that
will direct urbanization (in terms of its design), seek to preserve natural resources, provide for public
facilities, and address the fiscal and economic implications of future development.
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168(a)) allow a local agency to prepare a Program level EIR
to address a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project or series of actions, that
are linked geographically, are logical parts of a chain of contemplated events, rules, regulations,
or plans that govern the conduct of a continuing program, or individual activities carried out under
the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental
effects that can be mitigated in similar ways. The EIR for the Proposed Project has been prepared
as a Program EIR and as such serves as a first-tier document that assesses and documents the broad
environmental impacts of a program with the understanding that a more detailed site-specific
environmental review will be required to assess future projects implemented under the program.
As individual projects are planned, the City will evaluate each project to determine the extent to
which this EIR covers the impacts of the project and to what extent additional environmental analysis
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may be required for each individual project or specific plan. Consequently, comments or requests
for a project-level analysis of specific environmental issues at this stage are not appropriate. In the
same vein, comments requesting specific design criteria or standards concerning individual
environmental resource issues are not appropriate at this stage. Thus, comments regarding
project-level analysis of specific environmental issues are identified but not addressed in this
Program-level EIR but will be addressed in subsequent environmental documents.
The commenter is correct in stating that one of the objectives of the Proposed Project and EIR
is to identify and address recent environmental trends and issues (including green-house gases,
energy conservation, long-term water supply availability, and habitat impacts). Several sets
of updated policies (identified in the Draft EIR) from the various general plan elements of the
Proposed Project have been designed to address these specific issues and are highlighted below.

Climate Change and Energy Conservation
Circulation, Land Use, Open Space and Conservation, Community Design, and Health and Safety Elements

Policies designed to reduce air quality impacts from mobile sources include the following:
C-2.14 Traffic Congestion
C-2.20 Reduction of Vehicular Trips

C-2.23 Traffic Signal Timing
C-2.25 Development Standards

Policies and implementation measures designed to encourage and provide alternative modes of transportation include the
following:
LU-3.12 Incorporation of Alternative Transportation
C-5.1 Public Transportation System
C-5.2 Carpooling and Vanpooling
C-5.3 Preferential Employee Parking
C-5.5 Energy Conservation for Public Transportation
C-5.6 Regional Public Transportation System
C-5.7 Clustering of Land Uses in Transit Served Areas
C-5.9 Funding for Public Transit
C-6.1 Bicycle Parking
C-6.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

C-6.3 Bicycle Circulation System
C-6.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Sources
C-6.5 Pedestrian Facility Standards
C-6.6 Bicycle and Pedestrian Education
C-6.7 Bicycle Amenities in New Developments
C-6.8 Sidewalk Completion Program
C-6.9 Promote Bicycle Safety
C-6.10 Trails and Pathways to Activity Centers
Implementation Measure C #13.0
Implementation Measure C #15.0

Policies designed to reduce air quality impacts by minimizing the siting of incompatible land uses include the following:
LU-2.8 Incompatible Uses
LU-3.7 Buffer Commercial Land Uses
LU-5.4 Buffer Incompatible Uses

CD-2.2 Buffering Land Uses
CD-2.4 Buffering Residential Land Uses
OSC-1.5 Creation of Buffers

Policies and implementation measures designed to maintain healthful air quality include the following:
HS-1.1 Development Constraints
HS-2.1 Kern County Air Pollution Control District
HS-2.2 Coordination with Local and Regional Agencies
HS-2.3 State and Federal Legislation
HS-2.4 Alternative Methods of Transportation
HS-2.5 PM 10 State Implementation Plan
HS-2.6 Solid and Liquid Waste Disposal
HS-2.7 Construction Methods
HS-2.8 Environmental Programs
HS-2.9 Air Pollution Control Technology

HS-2.10 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
HS-2.11 Dust Suppression Measures
HS-2.12 Indirect Source Review
HS-2.13 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for
Reduced Air Emissions
HS-2.14 Transportation and Air Quality
Implementation Measure HS #3.0
Implementation Measure HS #4.0
Implementation Measure HS #11.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to increase energy conservation and reduce the impacts of global warming
include the following:
HS-6.1 Support Statewide Global Warming Solutions
HS-6.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan
LU-10.7 Solid Waste
CD-2.17 Drought Tolerant Landscaping
CD-2.36 Sustainable Building Standards
OSC-4.3 Alternative Energy Educational Program
OSC-4.4 Promote Resource Conservation Awareness
OSC-4.5 Uniform Building Codes
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OSC-4.14 Green Building Features
OSC-4.15 Local and State Programs
OSC-4.16 Landscape Improvements
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Implementation Measure OSC #3.0
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Circulation, Land Use, Open Space and Conservation, Community Design, and Health and Safety Elements
OSC-4.6 Energy Conservation Technologies
OSC-4.7 Non-conventional Energy Efficient Housing
OSC-4.8 Use of Low-Income Grants for Subsidies
OSC-4.9 Energy Efficient Land Use Patterns
OSC-4.10 Make Available Energy Utilization Information
OSC-4.11 Passive Solar Technologies

Implementation Measure OSC #4.0
Implementation Measure OSC #5.0
Implementation Measure OSC #6.0
Implementation Measure OSC #7.0
Implementation Measure OSC #8.0

Water Supply and Availability
Land Use and Open Space and Conservation Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that public facilities and services are adequately funded and
strategically located through out the Planning Area include the following:
LU-10.1 Adequate Municipal Services
LU-10.2 Adequate Infrastructure Capacity
LU-10.3 Efficient Provision of Municipal Services
LU-10.4 System Expansion
LU-10.6 Fair Share Improvements

LU-10.12 Provision of City Services to Unincorporated
Areas
Implementation Measure 14.0
Implementation Measure 15.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the provision and conservation of water
resources and service include the following:
OSC-4.2 Water Conservation Programs
OSC-6.3 Establish a Sustainable Yield of Groundwater
OSC-6.4 Investigate Groundwater Recharge Methods
OSC-6.5 Over-Extraction of Groundwater
OSC-6.6 City-Wide Water Conservation Practices
OSC-6.7 Water Conservation Practices for Municipal
Buildings
OSC-6.8 Investigate Unnecessary Water Losses
OSC-6.9 Water Efficient Landscaping
OSC-6.10 Building Codes

OSC-6.11 Indian Wells Valley Water District Urban Water
Management Plan
OSC-6.12 Groundwater Dynamics of the Indian Wells
Valley Groundwater Basin
OSC-6.13 Support Research for Alternative Sources of
Water
OSC-6.14 Support Development of Efficient Pumping
Patterns
OSC-6.15 Valley Wide Water Policy
OSC-6.16 Identify Possible Groundwater Recharge Aids
Implementation Measures 4.0 through 15.0

Biological Resources and Habitat Modification
Open Space and Conservation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to protect and preserve sensitive habitats in the Planning Area include the
following:
OSC-1.3 Protect Natural Resources
OSC-1.4 Coordinate with Kern County for Open Space
Preservation
OSC-5.1 Off-Highway Vehicles
OSC-5.2 Cerro Coso Community College
OSC-5.3 Maintain Biological Resource Database
OSC-5.6 Regional Habitat Conservation Plan
OSC-5.8 New Development in Sensitive Areas
OSC-11.1 Undeveloped Land Acquisitions
OSC-11.2 Physical and Preservation Balance

OSC-11.3 Hazard Area
OSC-11.4 Encourage Common Spaces in New
Developments
OSC-11.5 Promote Water Conservation Methods
OSC-11.7 Desert Education
OSC-11.9 Native Plants
OSC-12.1 Habitat and Open Space Preservation
OSC-12.2 Participate in Future Land Dispositions
Implementation Measure OSC 2.0
Implementation Measure OSC 28.0

Policies designed to mitigate the impact of development on key biological resources include the following:
OSC-5.3 Maintain Biological Resource Database
OSC-5.4 Development Review

OSC-5.5 Requirements for Biological Studies
OSC-5.7 Appropriate Mitigation Measures

Consistent with the requirements of program-level EIR for a general plan update, the Draft EIR
identifies how the various policies and implementation measures (including those identified above)
are incorporated into the Proposed Project and act to self-mitigate (to the extent feasible) the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Additionally, as described through out the Draft EIR,
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the analysis identifies the need for additional policies that may be required to lessen the severity of
a particular impact. For example, the water supply analysis in Section 3.2 “Public Service and
Utilities” indicates the need for an additional policy to ensure that the impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. This policy is described below:
•

Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer fees, public
facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or assessment districts)
to finance public service and facility design, construction, operation, and maintenance.
[New Policy – Draft EIR]

Consequently, as individual projects are developed for the City, more detailed information will
be generated regarding the actual field conditions for each individual project. This will allow for
needed flexibility in terms of project design and for a more informed determination regarding
issues such as the amount of necessary water or the need to preserve natural habitat features. Given
the variety of field conditions within each of the future development areas, pre-determining the
most effective measures for any given setting would be speculative and not based upon any of
the detailed information that will be acquired in the future concerning site resources and the
design objectives of a project.
Response to Comment A3-3: The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR lacks sufficient data
regarding current water use for the General Plan area. The commenter continues to state that with
a lack of sufficient baseline data, the Draft EIR is unable to determine the availability of future water
supplies for the City.
The Indian Valley Water District is responsible for providing potable water to the City of Ridgecrest.
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR relies on the most current water supply data provided
by the Indian Valley Water District as part of their Urban Water Management Plan. Impacts to
water supply and the requirements for future projects to identify adequate water supply and
infrastructure levels prior to development are addressed in the discussion of impacts 3.2-1 and
3.2-2 on pages 3.2-11 through 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR. The impact analysis identifies several
General Plan policies that require proof of adequate water supply and infrastructure prior to
development as well as policies that require the City to plan for long-term water supply
sources. These policies are summarized below:
Land Use and Open Space and Conservation Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that public facilities and services are adequately funded and
strategically located through out the Planning Area include the following:
LU-10.1 Adequate Municipal Services
LU-10.2 Adequate Infrastructure Capacity
LU-10.3 Efficient Provision of Municipal Services
LU-10.4 System Expansion
LU-10.6 Fair Share Improvements

LU-10.12 Provision of City Services to Unincorporated
Areas
Implementation Measure 14.0
Implementation Measure 15.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the provision and conservation of water
resources and service include the following:
OSC-4.2 Water Conservation Programs
OSC-6.3 Establish a Sustainable Yield of Groundwater
OSC-6.4 Investigate Groundwater Recharge Methods
OSC-6.5 Over-Extraction of Groundwater
OSC-6.6 City-Wide Water Conservation Practices
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Land Use and Open Space and Conservation Elements
OSC-6.7 Water Conservation Practices for Municipal
Buildings
OSC-6.8 Investigate Unnecessary Water Losses
OSC-6.9 Water Efficient Landscaping
OSC-6.10 Building Codes

Water
OSC-6.14 Support Development of Efficient Pumping
Patterns
OSC-6.15 Valley Wide Water Policy
OSC-6.16 Identify Possible Groundwater Recharge Aids
Implementation Measures 4.0 through 15.0

Response to Comment A3-4: The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR lacks sufficient
data regarding wastewater treatment facilities for the General Plan area.
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR relies on the most current wastewater data provided by
the City. Wastewater impacts for future projects are addressed in the discussion for Impact 3.2-3 on
pages 3.2-14 through 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR. The impact analysis included several necessary policies
that require adequate infrastructure prior to future development as well as policies that require
the City to plan for long-term wastewater infrastructure. These policies are summarized below:
Land Use, Open Space and Conservation, and Health and Safety Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that public facilities and services are adequately funded and
strategically located through out the Planning Area include the following:
LU-10.1 Adequate Municipal Services
LU-10.2 Adequate Infrastructure Capacity
LU-10.3 Efficient Provision of Municipal Services
LU-10.4 System Expansion
LU-10.6 Fair Share Improvements

LU-10.12 Provision of City Services to Unincorporated
Areas
Implementation Measure 14.0
Implementation Measure 15.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of wastewater
treatment facilities and operations include the following:
OSC-6.2 Solid and Liquid Waste Disposal
HS-5.15 Soil Erosion and Soil Conservation Programs
HS-5.16 Runoff Mitigation

HS-5.20 Solid and Liquid Disposal
HS-5.21 Soil Erosion

In addition, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR indicated the need for the following
additional policies:
•

Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer fees, public
facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or assessment districts)
to finance public service and facility design, construction, operation, and maintenance.
[New Policy – Draft EIR]

•

Policy LU-10.18 Monitoring Plant Performance. The City shall continue to monitor the
performance of the City’s wastewater treatment plant to determine when additional capacity
will be required and plan for needed treatment capacity. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

•

Policy LU-10.19 Wastewater Discharge Monitoring. The City shall continue to monitor
and ensure that all wastewater is treated in compliance with approved discharge permits.
[New Policy – Draft EIR]

With implementation of these various policies designed to address the monitoring of wastewater
plant operations and the financing of future infrastructure necessary to address growth, the impact
was determined to be less than significant. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared
for Comment A3-2.
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Response to Comment A3-5: The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR lacks sufficient
information regarding citywide traffic operations and that potential cost and funding for future
traffic improvements needs to be carefully evaluated.
The City understands that implementation of the Proposed Project will ultimately necessitate a
number of infrastructure improvements including upgraded water/wastewater systems and roadways
to accommodate future planned population levels. For utility facilities and roadways under the direct
responsibility of the City, the City will continue to collect fees and obtain necessary funding sources
to implement required improvements in a timely fashion. However, roadways outside of the City’s
jurisdiction will also be affected and will require regional cooperation (including regional, State,
and federal funding sources) to mitigate these facilities to an acceptable level of service.
Consequently, the overall traffic impacts of the Proposed Project were considered to be significant
and unavoidable; because the City does not control all of the roadways that would need to be
improved in order to serve the anticipated growth and the City may not be able to enforce mitigation
needed to avoid or reduce traffic impacts to those roadways. However, the City is providing any
and all feasible assistance to ensure that both local and regional facilities are mitigated to the extent
possible. It is anticipated that effective coordination between the City, County, and Caltrans could
help to avoid or address some of the impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Examples of specific
implementation measures from the General Plan Circulation Element which serve to highlight
this commitment include the following:
•

Implementation Measure 2.0. The City shall coordinate with Caltrans on improvements
to the State Highway system in the Ridgecrest Planning Area. [New Implementation
Measure]

•

Implementation Measure 3.0. The City shall coordinate with Kern County on
improvements to transportation facilities traversing City and County Jurisdiction.
[New Implementation Measure]

•

Implementation Measure 4.0. The City shall participate in the transportation funding
and programming process with the Kern Council of Governments. [New Implementation
Measure]

•

Implementation Measure 5.0. The City shall update its Traffic Impact Fees along with
CIP updates to provide funding for the CIP project list. The fees shall also be updated
annually based on a construction cost index. [Existing Implementation Measure #13,
Circulation Element - revised]

Response to Comment A3-6: The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR cumulative analysis
provides no meaningful facts and indicates that the analysis recites the policies originally mentioned
in the impact analysis. The commenter suggests contacting the Kern Council of Governments to
discuss population projections for the valley.
The environmental setting for the cumulative analysis is discussed in Chapter 5.0 “Additional
Statutory Considerations” (see page 5-2 through 5-10) of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15130[b] [1]), the analysis was based primarily on a summary of projections
contained in the existing general plan documents for jurisdictions surrounding the City (including
the County of Kern). Population projections from the Kern Council of Governments were used
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and identified on page 5-3 of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, specific impact
areas (i.e., air quality, traffic, and water supply) were considered and the cumulative setting was
defined by specific regional boundaries (air basin, regional roadway network, etc.) or projected
regional or area-wide conditions.
Chapter 5.0 “Additional Statutory Considerations” (pages 5-4 through 5-10) describes the Proposed
Project’s contribution to each potential cumulative effect. Where the Proposed Project’s incremental
effect is not cumulatively considerable, or is rendered less than cumulatively considerable through
mitigation, this is noted in the discussion, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a) and (a)(3). Given
the nature of the Proposed Project, the cumulative analysis indicates the relevant policies that would
be implemented to reduce the severity of each impact. However, in some cases, the impacts remain
cumulatively significant and unavoidable. These conclusions are indicated for each resource topic
identified in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment A3-7: The commenter provides closing remarks and restates their
primary concerns which have been identified and addressed in the responses to comments A3-1
through A3-6.

Individual Responses – Organizations and Individuals
Letter I1. Pleistocene Foundation
Response to Comment I1-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement that the Draft
EIR is insufficient in several areas to support a comprehensive analysis of impacts both now and
in the future. The commenter also indicates that many cumulative impacts are not addressed or
inadequately addressed. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for comment A3-6
regarding the cumulative analysis provided in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment I1-2: The commenter provides several comments regarding the overall
approach and assumptions of the EIR for the Proposed Project. The commenter also indicates that
alternative policies must also be examined to avoid negative effects and that many cumulative
impacts are not addressed.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168(a)), the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project
has been prepared as a Program EIR and as such serves as a first-tier document that assesses and
documents the broad environmental impacts of a program with the understanding that a more detailed
site-specific environmental review will be required to assess future projects implemented under the
program. Please see the response to comment A3-2 for additional information regarding the
requirements for a Program EIR. As indicated above, the commenter is also directed to the response
for comment A3-6 for additional information regarding the cumulative analysis provided in the
Draft EIR.
Regarding the need to examine alternative policies, the commenter is correct. As indicated in several
sections of the Draft EIR, the impact analysis did consider the implications of incorporating additional
general plan policies or implementation measures to reduce the severity of individual impacts.
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For example, on page 3.2-14 and 3.2-15 of Section 3.2 “Public Service and Utilities” of the Draft
EIR, the impact analysis recommends the incorporation and adoption of several additional policies to
reduce the severity of the impact. These recommended policies are provided below.
•

Policy LU-10.17 Funding for Public Facilities. Continue to utilize developer fees, public
facilities fees, and a variety of other methods (i.e., grant funding or assessment districts)
to finance public service and facility design, construction, operation, and maintenance.
[New Policy – Draft EIR]

•

Policy LU-10.18 Monitoring Plant Performance. The City shall continue to monitor
the performance of the City’s wastewater treatment plant to determine when additional
capacity will be required and plan for needed treatment capacity. [New Policy – Draft EIR]

•

Policy LU-10.19 Wastewater Discharge Monitoring. The City shall continue to monitor
and ensure that all wastewater is treated in compliance with approved discharge permits.
[New Policy – Draft EIR]

Similarly, Section 3.4 “Air Quality, Climate Change, and Energy” of the Draft EIR recommends
the following additional policies and implementation measure to reduce the severity of climate change
impacts.
•

Policy HS-6.3 Support Climate Action Team Emission Reduction Strategies. The City
will continue to monitor the activities of the Climate Action Team (CAT) as they continue
to develop a recommended list of emission reduction strategies. As appropriate, the City
will evaluate each new project under the updated General Plan to determine its consistency
with the CAT emission reduction strategies. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]

•

Policy HS-6.4 Support Offsite Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
The City will support and encourage the use of off-site measures or the purchase of carbon
offsets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]

•

Health & Safety Implementation Measure 24.0. The City shall develop and maintain
a climate action plan. The climate action plan shall include the following elements: an
emissions inventory, emission reduction targets, applicable greenhouse gas control measures,
and monitoring and report plan.

Response to Comment I1-3: The commenter provides several comments regarding the
population assumptions used to determine the build-out population for the Proposed Project.
The population number identified in the proposed project and used to conduct the Draft EIR analysis
was originally developed as a planning parameter (or assumption) based upon input received from
the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC). In developing this population build-out number,
the GPAC considered a number of factors (both quantitative and qualitative) including the City’s
vision for a population size that would best fit within the ultimate growth area envisioned by the City.
Although no official projection was conducted for the Proposed Project, the GPAC considered a
number of official growth rates including those prepared by the United States Census (2000) and
the California Department of Finance (2008/2009). The GPAC considered population outcomes for
the future using these growth rates.
As described on page 2-5 of Chapter 2.0 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR, the EIR analysis
assumes that build out of the Proposed Project will occur for all land use types and will result in a
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total population of 50,000 individuals by 2030. The Draft EIR also states that development
anticipated under the Proposed Project will likely be incremental and timed in response to market
conditions. For example, operational changes (a possibility, although not currently projected) at
NAWS China Lakes could significantly increase employment opportunities in the Planning Area
and consequently increase local population levels.
As indicated in the response to Comment A3-6, the cumulative analysis was prepared consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[b] [1]) and used a summary of projections contained
in the existing general plan documents for jurisdictions surrounding the City (including the County
of Kern) along with those identified for the Proposed Project. Population projections from the Kern
Council of Governments were also considered and are identified on page 5-3 of the Draft EIR.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, specific impact areas (i.e., air quality, traffic, and water
supply) were considered and the cumulative setting was defined by specific regional boundaries (air
basin, regional roadway network, etc.) or projected regional or area-wide conditions.
Response to Comment I1-4: The commenter indicates their concern that the Proposed Project
and the Draft EIR fail to adequately address the accident potential for military aircraft at NAWS
China Lake.
The commenter is directed to the analysis provided on pages 3.10-11 and 3.10-12 of the Draft EIR,
which describes the potential health and safety impacts resulting from implementation of the
Proposed Project in relationship to the existing flight departure tracks at NAWS China Lake. As
described in the Draft EIR, flight departure tracks at NAWS China Lake traverse through the
Planning Area, in particular along the western edge of the City. All Navy and Air Force runway
facilities have a set of aircraft safety zones designated at each end of the runway. These zones are
referred to as the Clear Zone (CZ), Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) and Accident Potential Zone
II (APZ II). Each zone was developed based on a statistical review of aircraft accidents. The Navy
and Air Force provide guidance on land uses considered to be consistent within these zones as part
of their AICUZ studies. All of the aircraft safety zones related to runways at China Lake fall
within the installation’s boundaries; therefore, no aircraft safety issues associated with those zones
have been identified. Additionally, as part of the Navy’s AICUZ study for NAWS China Lake,
the Navy is considering a potential consolidation and westward shift of the departure flight routes
in the interest of reducing potential safety risks.
The Draft EIR analysis continues with a description of the various ways the Proposed Project is
addressing safety issues associated with its location near the existing NAWS China Lake facility.
One of the ways the Proposed Project is addressing these safety issues is through the inclusion
of a Military Compatibility Element, which includes a comprehensive set of policies that establish
requirements for avigation easements, support compatibility with Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plans, support implementation of the China Lake AICUZ Recommendations, and support provisions
for lighting standards, including buffering, screening, controls and performance standards, (see
policies MIL-3.1 through 3-8 identified below). This element also includes a number of policies
designed to address military flight patterns and operations that could affect the Planning Area,
including MIL-1.3 “Development Constraints” and MIL-2.6 “Evaluate Rerouting of Military Flight
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Patterns”. The draft Land Use Element also includes goals and policies aimed at enhancing land use
compatibility between China Lake and property in the City of Ridgecrest so as to protect public
health and safety (See Goal LU-7 “Military Compatibility and Policy LU-7.1 “Military
Influence Area (MIA) Overlay”).
Military Sustainability and Land Use Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize the risk of City residents and property associated with aircraft
and operations at NAWS China Lakes include the following:
MIL-1.3 Development Constraints
MIL-2.3 Development Review
MIL-2.5 Military Involvement and Review Process
MIL-2.6 Evaluate Rerouting of Military Flight Patterns
MIL-3.1 Avigation Easements
MIL-3.2 Major Plan Coordination with Military
MIL-3.3 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

MIL-3.4 NAWS China Lake AICUZ Recommendations
MIL-3.5 Vertical Obstructions
MIL-3.6 Cellular Tower Collocation/Consolidation
MIL-3.7 Outdoor Lighting
MIL-3.8 Lighting
LU-7.1 Military Influence Area (MIA) Overlay
Implementation Measures MIL #1.0 to #13.0

The Draft EIR analysis further states that even with implementation of the above set of comprehensive
and feasible policies, the impact is still considered significant. Additionally, because no additional
policies or feasible mitigation (outside of relocating the facility) are currently available, the impact
remains significant and unavoidable. The City also understands (and supports) that upon
implementation of the Navy’s recommendation for a potential consolidation and westward shift
of NAWS China Lake departure flight routes, some safety risks may be potentially reduced or
eliminated.
Response to Comment I1-5: The commenter notes a duplicative paragraph on page 3.1-9
and page 3.1-10. The duplicative paragraph will be deleted. Please see Chapter 4.0 “Minor Changes
and Edits to the Draft EIR” of this Final EIR.
Response to Comment I1-6: The commenter provides several opinions on how the existing
City’s General Plan has been implemented in the past. The commenter further provides opinions
on various developments in the City and indicates that policies in the General Plan have not been
adhered to. The commenter suggests that the Updated General Plan should address issues of
sustainability, energy efficiency, and the protection of natural resources.
Opinions on how the City has historically implemented the general plan do not provide any specific
comment regarding the adequacy or completeness of the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project or
otherwise raise significant environmental issues within the meaning of CEQA and these comments
are noted. Regarding the commenter’s questions specific to how the Updated General Plan should
address the issues of sustainability, energy efficiency, water conservation, and the protection
of important natural resources, the commenter is directed to the response to comment A3-2 which
identifies the comprehensive set of policies that address theses important issues within the Ridgecrest
Planning Area.
Response to Comment I1-7: The commenter provides several questions on the conclusions
provided by the Indian Valley Water District’s Urban Water Management Plan. The commenter
reiterates several opinions on how the existing City’s General Plan has been implemented in the past.
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Opinions on how the City has historically implemented the general plan do not provide any specific
comment regarding the adequacy or completeness of the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project or
otherwise raise significant environmental issues within the meaning of CEQA and these comments
are noted.
Pursuant to California Water Code Sections 10610-10656, urban water suppliers are required to adopt
and submit an urban water management plan (UWMP) and ensure that appropriate levels of reliability
of water service is available to meet the needs of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry
years. As indicated in the response to comment A3-3, the Indian Valley Water District is responsible
for providing potable water to the City of Ridgecrest. The analysis contained in the Draft EIR
relies on the most current water supply data provided by the Indian Valley Water District as part of
their Urban Water Management Plan. The impact analysis identifies several General Plan policies
that require proof of adequate water supply and infrastructure prior to development as well as policies
that require the City to plan for long-term water supply sources. As previously stated, the purpose
of the various policies identified in the City’s Policy Document is to provide guidance on the
future actions of the City. Consequently, the policies identified in the Draft EIR represent the City’s
best feasible efforts to mitigate the impacts associated with future development resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project.
Response to Comment I1-8: The commenter questions how the City and the Indian Wells
Valley Water District will ensure a sufficient groundwater recharge to address implementation
of the Proposed Project.
As previously described above in the response to comments I1-7 and A3-3, the City will continue
to monitor water supply conditions and coordinate with the Indian Wells Valley Water District to
address future water supply concerns. Additionally, the City will implement the various general
plan policies that call for water conservation measures and require proof of adequate water supply
prior to the approval of future development projects. Consequently, the policies identified in the
Draft EIR represent the City’s best feasible efforts to mitigate the impacts associated with
future development resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project.
Response to Comment I1-9: The commenter indicates that water consumption must be reduced.
The commenter also provides an opinion that the City fails to provide adequate funding for
infrastructure.
Opinions on City finances do not provide any specific comment regarding the adequacy or
completeness of the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project or otherwise raise significant environmental
issues within the meaning of CEQA and these comments are noted. However, it should be noted
that City policies provided in the Updated General Plan require a coordinated effort between
obtaining development fees, adequate funding levels, and the ability to construct future
developments.
The City agrees with the commenter’s opinion that city-wide water consumption should be reduced.
As indicated on page 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR, the Open Space and Conservation Element includes
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a number of policies designed to promote the concept of water conservation. The various policies
are summarized below.
Open Space and Conservation Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the provision and conservation of water
resources and service include the following:
OSC-4.2 Water Conservation Programs
OSC-6.3 Establish a Sustainable Yield of Groundwater
OSC-6.4 Investigate Groundwater Recharge Methods
OSC-6.5 Over-Extraction of Groundwater
OSC-6.6 City-Wide Water Conservation Practices
OSC-6.7 Water Conservation Practices for Municipal
Buildings
OSC-6.8 Investigate Unnecessary Water Losses
OSC-6.9 Water Efficient Landscaping
OSC-6.10 Building Codes

OSC-6.11 Indian Wells Valley Water District Urban Water
Management Plan
OSC-6.12 Groundwater Dynamics of the Indian Wells
Valley Groundwater Basin
OSC-6.13 Support Research for Alternative Sources of
Water
OSC-6.14 Support Development of Efficient Pumping
Patterns
OSC-6.15 Valley Wide Water Policy
OSC-6.16 Identify Possible Groundwater Recharge Aids
Implementation Measures 4.0 through 15.0

Response to Comment I1-10: The commenter indicates the importance of policies consistent
with the objectives of SB-375 and AB-32.
The commenter is directed to Section 3.4 “Air Quality, Climate Change, and Energy”, which provides
impacts specific to climate change, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy conservation. Impact 3.4-6
(described on page 3.4-35 of the Draft EIR) quantifies greenhouse gas emissions from a variety of
sources in the Planning Area and identifies several policies and implementation measures designed
to reduce these emissions. Many of these policies embrace the concepts outlined in the objectives of
SB-375 and AB-32, including energy conservation, vehicle reducing strategies, and alternatives
sources of transportation. A summary of the policies and implementation measures from the
Draft EIR is provided below.
Circulation, Land Use, Open Space and Conservation, Community Design, and Health and Safety Elements

Policies designed to reduce air quality impacts from mobile sources include the following:
C-2.14 Traffic Congestion
C-2.20 Reduction of Vehicular Trips

C-2.23 Traffic Signal Timing
C-2.25 Development Standards

Policies and implementation measures designed to encourage and provide alternative modes of transportation include the
following:
LU-3.12 Incorporation of Alternative Transportation
C-5.1 Public Transportation System
C-5.2 Carpooling and Vanpooling
C-5.3 Preferential Employee Parking
C-5.5 Energy Conservation for Public Transportation
C-5.6 Regional Public Transportation System
C-5.7 Clustering of Land Uses in Transit Served Areas
C-5.9 Funding for Public Transit
C-6.1 Bicycle Parking
C-6.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

C-6.3 Bicycle Circulation System
C-6.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Sources
C-6.5 Pedestrian Facility Standards
C-6.6 Bicycle and Pedestrian Education
C-6.7 Bicycle Amenities in New Developments
C-6.8 Sidewalk Completion Program
C-6.9 Promote Bicycle Safety
C-6.10 Trails and Pathways to Activity Centers
Implementation Measure C #13.0
Implementation Measure C #15.0

Policies designed to reduce air quality impacts by minimizing the siting of incompatible land uses include the following:
LU-2.8 Incompatible Uses
LU-3.7 Buffer Commercial Land Uses
LU-5.4 Buffer Incompatible Uses

CD-2.2 Buffering Land Uses
CD-2.4 Buffering Residential Land Uses
OSC-1.5 Creation of Buffers

Policies and implementation measures designed to maintain healthful air quality include the following:
HS-1.1 Development Constraints
HS-2.1 Kern County Air Pollution Control District
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Circulation, Land Use, Open Space and Conservation, Community Design, and Health and Safety Elements
HS-2.2 Coordination with Local and Regional Agencies
HS-2.3 State and Federal Legislation
HS-2.4 Alternative Methods of Transportation
HS-2.5 PM 10 State Implementation Plan
HS-2.6 Solid and Liquid Waste Disposal
HS-2.7 Construction Methods
HS-2.8 Environmental Programs
HS-2.9 Air Pollution Control Technology

HS-2.12 Indirect Source Review
HS-2.13 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for
Reduced Air Emissions
HS-2.14 Transportation and Air Quality
Implementation Measure HS #3.0
Implementation Measure HS #4.0
Implementation Measure HS #11.0

Policies and implementation measures designed to increase energy conservation and reduce the impacts of global warming
include the following:
HS-6.1 Support Statewide Global Warming Solutions
HS-6.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan
LU-10.7 Solid Waste
CD-2.17 Drought Tolerant Landscaping
CD-2.36 Sustainable Building Standards
OSC-4.3 Alternative Energy Educational Program
OSC-4.4 Promote Resource Conservation Awareness
OSC-4.5 Uniform Building Codes
OSC-4.6 Energy Conservation Technologies
OSC-4.7 Non-conventional Energy Efficient Housing
OSC-4.8 Use of Low-Income Grants for Subsidies
OSC-4.9 Energy Efficient Land Use Patterns
OSC-4.10 Make Available Energy Utilization Information
OSC-4.11 Passive Solar Technologies

OSC-4.12 Alternative Energy Utility Business
OSC-4.13 Solar and Wind Energy Systems
OSC-4.14 Green Building Features
OSC-4.15 Local and State Programs
OSC-4.16 Landscape Improvements
OSC-4.17 Alternative Energy Vehicles
Implementation Measure HS #13.0
Implementation Measure OSC #3.0
Implementation Measure OSC #4.0
Implementation Measure OSC #5.0
Implementation Measure OSC #6.0
Implementation Measure OSC #7.0
Implementation Measure OSC #8.0

Response to Comment I1-11: The commenter provides closing remarks and restates their
primary concerns which have been identified and addressed in the responses to comments I1-1
through I1-10.

Letter I2. S.G. Rajtora, PhD
Response to Comment I2-1: The commenter provides an opinion that the general plan
supports two policies that essentially mandate urban sprawl.
Opinions on the City’s support of urban sprawl through the Proposed Project do not provide any
specific comment regarding the adequacy or completeness of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise
significant environmental issues within the meaning of CEQA and these comments are noted.
For specific comments regarding support of the concepts outlined under SB-375 and AB-32, the
commenter is directed to the response prepared for comment I1-10.
Response to Comment I2-2: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to quantify
greenhouse gas emissions which could result from implementation of the Proposed Project.
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for comment I1-10. The analysis contained
in the Draft EIR is a programmatic assessment of the Updated General Plan consistent with the
requirements of CEQA. As such, the Draft EIR serves as a first-tier document that assesses and
documents the broad environmental impacts of a program with the understanding that a more detailed
site-specific environmental review will be required to assess future projects implemented under the
program. Please see the response to comment A3-2 for additional information regarding the
requirements for a Program EIR.

City of Ridgecrest General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-16

ESA / 206406
September 2009

3. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

Although the Draft EIR is a programmatic EIR, the commenter is directed to page 3.4-36 of
Section 3.4 “Air Quality, Climate Change, and Energy”. This section provides impacts specific
to climate change, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy conservation and provides an estimate
of greenhouse gas emissions from several sources including the City’s primary source (motor
vehicles).
Response to Comment I2-3: The commenter provides an opinion that the updated General
Plan denies sewer service to the people living in the planning area outside of the City limits. The
commenter further states that the EIR should provide analysis of these impacts to all individuals
in the Indian Wells Valley resulting from this policy.
The commenter is directed to the following policies included in the updated General Plan that
reinforce the concept that future development will not be permitted without the assurance that
adequate infrastructure capacity (including water and wastewater) is available to all future
development anticipated under the Proposed Project.
•

LU-10.1 Adequate Municipal Services. The City shall only approve new development
when it can be demonstrated by the applicant that adequate public service capacity in the
area is or will be available to handle increases related to the project. School capacity will
be discussed in the review of each development, and the City will ensure early coordination
with the school districts serving the site. School capacity will be addressed as allowed under
State law. [New Policy]

•

LU-10.2 Adequate Infrastructure Capacity. The City shall only approve new development
when it can be demonstrated by the applicant that adequate system capacity in the service
area is or will be available to handle increases related to the project. [New Policy]

•

LU-10.3 Efficient Provision of Municipal Services. The City shall maintain a development
pattern that allows for efficient provision of municipal services. [New Policy]

•

LU-10.4 System Expansion. The City shall require new development be responsible for
expansion of existing water, sewer, and storm drainage systems made necessary by their
construction. [New Policy]

•

LU-10.5 Multipurpose Detention Facilities. The City shall utilize stormwater detention
facilities to mitigate drainage impacts and reduce storm drainage system costs. To the extent
practical, stormwater detention facilities should be designed for multiple purposes, including
recreational and/or stormwater quality improvement. Sumps are discouraged as part of new
developments or renovations. [New Policy]

•

LU-10.6 Fair Share Improvements. The City shall ensure new development required to
participate on a fair-share basis in the completion of improvements to the existing sewer
system, and/or the construction of new sewer trunk lines as described in the City’s adopted
Sewer Master Plan. [New Policy]

•

Land Use Implementation Measure #14. Based on the population estimate established
in the General Plan EIR analysis and evaluating the City’s Capital Improvement Budget,
the City shall coordinate with appropriate agencies to investigate the expansion of all public
services and facilities (sewer, police, fire, water, schools, and solid waste) to service this
population. [Source: Modified Policy 1.4.3, Land Use Element]

Additional project-level analysis will also occur for all future projects, which would identify specific
impacts to a variety of environmental resources (including adequate public service and utility
requirements). Where project-specific impacts are identified, associated mitigation for these impacts
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will be developed subject to local, State, and Federal regulations. For example, if a septic system
is required for an individual project, it is assumed that approval of the individual project would
occur in conformance with all required health and safety permits and associated monitoring. The
commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment A3-2.
Response to Comment I2-4: The commenter states that the City’s existing sewer system is
deteriorating and that fiscal expenditures have not kept pace with deterioration.
The City understands these concerns and as part of the update to the City’s general plan has included
a comprehensive set of policies that address these issues. Policies included in the Land Use Element
reinforce the concept that future development will not be permitted without the assurance that
adequate infrastructure capacity (including water and wastewater) is available to all future
development anticipated under the Proposed Project. Additionally, please see the response to
comment I2-3.
Response to Comment I2-5: The commenter states that the City is not adopting a drainage
master plan as part of the Proposed Project. The commenter further states that increased land usage
will greatly increase the need for an integrated city wide drainage and flood control program.
The City understands these concerns and as part of the updated General Plan has included a
comprehensive set of policies that address these drainage/flood control issues. Policies included
in both the Health and Safety and Land Use Elements of the updated General Plan have been
developed to address these issues, with several of the key policies highlighted below. The commenter
is directed to Policy HS-4.6 “Comprehensive Flood Plain Management Program” which requires
the City to prepare and adopt a comprehensive flood plain management program and Policy HS-4.7
“Master Drainage Plans” which requires master drainage plans as a condition of approval for large
development projects.
Health and Safety and Land Use Elements

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the preservation of floodplain areas and the management of new
development in hazardous areas include the following:
HS-4.1 Natural Drainage Ways Protection
HS-4.2 City-Wide Flood Control System
HS-4.3 Infrastructure Improvements
HS-4.4 100-Year Storm Improvements
HS-4.5 Recreational and Open Space Uses
HS-4.6 Comprehensive Flood Plain Management
Program

HS-4.7 Master Drainage Plans
HS-4.8 New Residential Construction
HS-4.9 Stream Channels
HS-4.10 Development within the 100-year Floodplain

Policies designed to minimize public safety impacts to people and property by maintaining adequate levels of emergency
preparedness in the Planning Area include the following:
HS-3.10 Emergency Response Plan
HS-3.11 Coordinate Emergency Response Services with
Local Agencies
HS-3.12 Educate Public on Emergency Response

HS-3.13 Coordinate with Kern County
HS-3.14 Siting of Critical Emergency Responses
HS-3.15 Volunteer Citizen Disaster Groups

Policies designed to ensure adequate levels of infrastructure include the following:
LU-10.1 Adequate Municipal Services
LU-10.2 Adequate Infrastructure Capacity
LU-10.3 Efficient Provision of Municipal Services
LU-10.4 System Expansion
LU-10.5 Multipurpose Detention Facilities
LU-10.6 Fair Share Improvements
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As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR also addresses these environmental issues. Drainage and
flooding impacts are addressed in Section 3.2 “Public Service and Utilities” and Section 3.6
“Hydrology and Drainage”. Consistent with a programmatic EIR, specific construction-related
activities for each individual project anticipated under the Proposed Project were not analyzed in
the Draft EIR. Additionally, it is assumed that as specific site plans and facilities are planned, the
City will evaluate each project’s encroachment on a flood plain area and identify the need to obtain
an encroachment permit.
Response to Comment I2-6: The commenter states that the City is not adopting an updated
pavement management plan as part of the Proposed Project. The commenter further indicates that
the EIR should provide mitigation for the identified impact.
The City understands these concerns and as part of the updated General Plan has included a
comprehensive set of circulation policies. Policies included in the Circulation Element have been
developed to address a variety of transportation and circulation issues, with several of the key policies
highlighted below. The commenter is also directed to Circulation Implementation Measure #6 which
requires that the City update and implement a comprehensive Street Improvement and Maintenance
Plan (including the use of the Pavement System) to help address local circulation issues.
Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that the Planning Area’s transportation system is integrated with
the regional transportation system and that a variety of financing mechanism are available include the following:
C-1.8 Sustainable and Compatibility-Oriented
Transportation Project
Implementation Measure #1.0
Implementation Measure #2.0
Implementation Measure #3.0
Implementation Measure #4.0
Implementation Measure #5.0

C-1.1 Circulation Diagram
C-1.2 City Accessibility
C-1.3 Coordination with Caltrans
C-1.4 Coordination with Other Agencies
C-1.5 Transportation Improvement Financing
C-1.6 Additional Funding Sources
C-1.7 Provision of Transportation Infrastructure and Cost
Sharing

Policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that the Planning Area’s transportation system operates at
acceptable levels of service include the following:
C-2.1 Maintain Existing Streets
C-2.2 Prioritization of Street and Highway Improvements
C-2.3 New Development
C-2.4 Level of Service for Local Streets and Intersections
C-2.5 Existing Service Levels
C-2.6 Monitor Intersections
C-2.7 Roadway Standards
C-2.8 Handicap Access
C-2.9 Driveway Access
C-2.10 Jack Ranch Road
C-2.11 East/West Circulation
C-2.12 Road Accessibility and Efficiency
C-2.13 Bowman Road Multi-Use Corridor
C-2.14 Traffic Congestion

C-2.15 Street Improvements, Upgrades, and
Maintenance
C-2.17 College Heights Boulevard
C-2.18 North Richmond Road
C-2.19 Rural-Residential Street Classification
C-2.20 Reduction of Vehicular Trips
C-2.21 Traffic Control Facilities
C-2.22 Consistent Roadway Signage
C-2.23 Traffic Signal Timing
C-2.24 Land Use and Transportation Interaction
C-2.25 Development Standards
C-2.26 Development Approval
C-2.27 Extension of Bowman Road
C-2.28 Regional Transportation Access

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR also addresses a variety of traffic and circulation issues. The
commenter is further directed to the response prepared for comment A2-1 which highlights the
Draft EIR’s approach to the circulation analysis.
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Response to Comment I2-7: The commenter provides a description of the location and function
of the Military Influence Area (MIA) and acknowledges that the Draft EIR establishes a finding
that the safety risk is significant. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR falls far short of
providing a tool or methodology to manage the safety risk and that the Draft EIR should provide
sufficient data to permit future lower tier projects consistent with this issue.
The commenter is directed to the response provided to comment I1-4, which describes the analysis
and conclusion contained in the Draft EIR specific to the safety issues outlined by the commenter.
Pursuant to the requirements of a programmatic-level document for a similar general plan update,
the EIR provides sufficient mitigation measures in the form of general plan policies. Future planned
projects may be required to complete project-level analysis of impacts and provide relevant mitigation
where required.
Response to Comment I2-8: The commenter provides several additional comments regarding
the portions of the Planning Area with associated safety risk to the NAWS China Lake departure
corridor. The commenter further states that the EIR should investigate further the impact on housing
in areas under the airfield departure corridors. The commenter is directed to the response prepared
for comments I1-4 and I2-7.
Response to Comment I2-9: The commenter describes Policy MIL-2.9 and states that the City
should not be providing housing permits to lots the City believes are a safety risk or liability. The
commenter further states that the Draft EIR should investigate the potential impact of this policy.
The City takes public safety issues very seriously and has developed updated policies and
implementation measures designed to address safety risks associated with NAWS China Lake to the
extent feasible. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for comments I1-4 and I2-7.
Response to Comment I2-10: The commenter states that the City does not adopt a water
conservation plan for city property or city controlled water districts as part of the Proposed Project.
The commenter further states that the EIR should investigate the health and safety impact of the
project not having a formal water conservation plan.
As stated in the response to comments I1-7 and I1-8, the Draft EIR prepared for the Proposed Project
is a complete EIR that includes an evaluation of the water supply impacts resulting from the Proposed
Project. The Draft EIR analysis also incorporates several general plan policies that call for water
conservation measures and require proof of adequate water supply prior to the approval of future
development projects. Consequently, the policies identified in the Draft EIR represent the City’s
best feasible efforts to mitigate the impacts associated with future development resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project.
Response to Comment I2-11: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should investigate
the environmental impact of City zoning policies on water usage and provide appropriate mitigation.
Similarly, as stated in the response to comments I1-7 and I1-8, the Draft EIR prepared for the
Proposed Project is a complete EIR that includes an evaluation of the water supply impacts resulting
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from the Proposed Project. Consistent with a programmatic EIR, specific construction/operationrelated activities for each individual project anticipated under the Proposed Project were not analyzed
in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, it is assumed that as specific site plans and facilities are planned,
the City will evaluate each individual project’s water supply needs and consult with the Indian
Wells Valley Water District.
Response to Comment I2-12: The commenter provides an opinion that, historically, insufficient
revenue exists within the City to pay for operations. The commenter further states that the EIR should
investigate the cumulative impact on the infrastructure debt/liability and associated environmental
issues caused by increasing the city population.
The EIR for the Proposed Project is considered adequate and has been prepared consistent with
the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15382), which state
“Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potential substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project,
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic
or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered
a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.
Consequently, CEQA does not require that an EIR evaluate economic impacts, but only the physical
changes that may occur from such impacts. For example, as development anticipated under the
proposed project would result in the conversion of some existing open space resources (which in turn
could negatively/positively affect local or regional jobs and income to some degree) through out
the Planning Area, impacts associated with the loss of open space areas are described in Section
3.1 “Land Use and Aesthetics” and Section 3.7 “Biological Resources”. Similarly, other physical
impacts are evaluated (consistent with CEQA Guidelines) throughout the remaining chapters of the
Draft EIR.
The CEQA Guidelines also provide that an EIR should “discuss the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)].”
Consistent with this direction, Chapter 5.0 “Additional CEQA Considerations” of the Draft EIR
includes an analysis of the ways the Proposed Project could foster growth.
Contrary to the comment, the City does consider the economic and fiscal issues resulting from
the Proposed Project to be very important. As a part of this concern, the City continues to implement
a variety of measures designed to fund important infrastructure improvements resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project. These various policies are further described in the response
to comment I2-3.
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CHAPTER 4

Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR
Introduction
This chapter will provide any revisions that are made to the text of the Draft EIR. Modifications will
be organized by chapter and a page number (referring to the original text’s location in the Draft EIR)
will also be provided. Text additions will be shown in underline and text deletions will be shown
in strikeout.

Minor Changes to the Environmental Analysis
Section 3.1 Land Use and Aesthetics
On page 3.1-9, delete the following duplicate paragraph:
The 2007 AICUZ outlines noise and safety issues in relation to both the baseline (current) and
prospective operational conditions of the base as laid out in the 2004 Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for Proposed Military Operational Increases and Implementation of Associated Comprehensive
Land Use and Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans. The proposed action in the EIS
acts as a basis for the program laid out in the 2007 AICUZ. The installation’s cooperation with local
government agencies is outlined in the introduction to the AICUZ, which states the responsibility
of the Navy to inform and cooperate with the planning departments of Kern and San Bernardino
Counties along with the City of Ridgecrest. As noted above, this study is an interim report, and
after further evaluation, including the impact of the Joint Strike Fighter, an updated AICUZ may
be released. As part of the AICUZ study, the Navy proposed an expansion of the traditional AICUZ
planning area, called a Military Influence Area (MIA), to address the higher safety risks in these
areas. AICUZ items are considered recommendations for consideration by local jurisdictions,
and are not regulations.

City of Ridgecrest General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

4-1

ESA / 206406
September 2009

CHAPTER 5

Report Preparation
Lead Agency: City of Ridgecrest
The City of Ridgecrest Planning Department
100 W. California Avenue
Ridgecrest, CA 93555-4054
City Project Manager:

Matthew Alexander

General Plan EIR Consulting Team
Key staff from the consulting team that contributed to preparation of the final EIR includes the following:

Environmental Science Associates
2600 Capitol Avenue, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: 916-564-4500
Fax: 916-564-4501
Project Manager:

Ray Weiss

Production Support:

Tom Wyatt – Graphics
Logan Sakai – Word Processing and Production
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