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I. INTRODUCTION

1. BACKGROUND

As discussed in more detail in Section |, “Introduction/Summary” of the Revised Environmental Impact
Report (“Revised EIR”), the City of Tehachapi is the lead agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed commercial retail center consisting of the Tehachapi Walmart and
three outparcels (“Proposed Project”). A Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Prior EIR” — State
Clearinghouse No. 2007-081139) was prepared for the proposed project and was circulated for public
review for a 48-day period from May 26, 2010 to July 12, 2010. Thereafter, a Final EIR was prepared for
the Proposed Project; and on May 19, 2011, the Tehachapi City Council certified the EIR. On June 17,
2011, Tehachapi First filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate in the Kern County Superior Court challenging
the Prior EIR (Tehachapi First v. City of Tehachapi (Case No. S-1500-CV-273965 KCT). On April 27, 2012,
trial on the matter was held before the Honorable Kenneth C. Twisselman Il. On June 22, 2012, Judge
Twissleman issued a Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment requiring the City to set aside the
certification of the Prior EIR and approvals of the Proposed Project and to take the appropriate action to
comply with CEQA with respect to cumulative water impacts, cumulative off-site traffic noise, findings
on cumulative traffic impacts, recirculation of the EIR and respose to comments by Planning
Commissioner Wilson.

The Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment also stated that the Court found that the above-
referenced sections of the EIR were severable from the remainder of the EIR, severance will not
prejudice complete and full compliance with CEQA and the remainder of the EIR complies with CEQA.
The Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment is incorporated as Appendix R to this EIR.

In order to comply with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment, the City prepared the Revised
EIR that addressed the cumulative water supply impacts, cumulative noise impacts and cumulative
traffic impact analyses that were found to be deficient. The document was called a “Revised EIR.”
Specifically, only the following sections, along with this Introduction/Summary Section, were
recirculated as the Revised EIR:

¢ Section IV.l, Noise, Operational Off-Site Traffic Noise
* Section IV.K, Transportation/Traffic
* Section IV.L.2, Utilities and Service Systems, Water

Due to changes in the traffic noise baseline since the Draft Prior EIR was circulated, revised Section IV.I
analyzed both project-level and cumulative off-site traffic noise impacts and replaced the off-site traffic
noise discussion in Section IV.l of the Prior EIR in its entirety. Finally, because the regional water supply
and demand, and the City’s water supply and demand, are interrelated, revised Section IV.L.2 analyzed
both project-level and cumulative water impacts.
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2. CEQA REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), specifically CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15088, 15089 and 15132, the City of Tehachapi is required to prepare a Final Environmental
Impact Report. A Final EIR is defined by Section 15362(b) of the CEQA Guidelines as “...containing the
information contained in the Draft EIR; comments, either in verbatim or in summary received in the
review process; a list of persons commenting; and the responses of the Lead Agency to the comments
received.” In this instance, however, the Final EIR will contain the information in the Revised EIR;
comments received in the Revised EIR review process; a list of persons commenting on the Revised EIR;
the responses of the Lead Agency to the comments received on the Revised EIR. In order to distinguish
this document from the Final EIR that was certified by the City on May 19, 2011, this document will be
hereinafter referred to as the “Final Revised EIR”

Section Il of the Final Revised EIRcontains all comments received on the Revised EIR during the
document’s 45-day public review period of June, 28 2013 to August 12, 2013. Responses to comments
received by all interested parties have been prepared and are included in this document. Also, as
necessary, corrections and additions are included in response to comments received on the document,
or as initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Tehachapi) on the Revised EIR.

This document, along with the Revised EIR (incorporated by reference), make up the Final Revised EIR as
defined in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, which states that:

“The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Drafft.
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comment on the Draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”
3. USES OF THE FINAL REVISED EIR

The Final Revised EIR allows the public and the decision makers an opportunity to review revisions to
the Revised EIR and the response to comments, prior to approval of the project. The Final Revised EIR
serves as the environmental document to support approval of the proposed project, either in whole or
in part, and to meet the requirements of the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment.

After completing the Final Revised EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make
the following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines:

* That the Final Revised EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA,;

* That the Final Revised EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and
that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final Revised EIR
prior to approving the project; and

* That the Final Revised EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
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Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final Revised EIR,
the agency must state in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes the Final
Revised EIR. Since the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable impacts, the decision-
making body (Planning Commission) would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations if it approves the proposed project.

These certifications, along with the Facts, Findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations
(“Findings”) will be included in a separate document. Both the Final Revised EIR and the Findings are
submitted to the decision making body for consideration of the proposed project.

4. REVISIONS TO THE REVISED EIR

Text changes are intended to clarify or correct information in the Revised EIR in response to comments
received on the document, or as initiated by Lead Agency (City) staff. Text changes are included in this
Final Revised EIR in Section IlI.

5. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

A Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) was prepared for the Prior EIR. The revised MMP in the Final
Revised EIR includes mitigation measures that were revised in section IV.K. Transportation/Traffic
pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment. The Prior EIR’s MMP along with the Final
Revised EIR MMP will be adopted by the Planning Commission for the proposed project as required for
compliance with Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. The revised MMP is
included in this Final Revised EIR as Section IV.

6. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The Proposed Project has not been changed from the Prior EIR. As detailed in the Prior EIR, the
Proposed Project consists of the construction of a Walmart, along with the conceptual development of
three outlots, on a total of approximately 25 acres that is currently undeveloped.

The proposed Walmart would be approximately 165,000 square feet in size, with all appurtenant
structures and facilities, and would offer groceries and general retail merchandise including, without
limitation, alcohol for off-site consumption, pool chemicals, petroleum products, pesticides, paint
products, and ammunition. The proposed Walmart would include a garden center with an exterior
customer pick-up facility for pre-paid bagged garden supplies, such as potting soil, mulch, and manure.
The exterior pick-up facility would have a striped pick-up area and a dedicated attendant to assist the
customers with loading. The exterior pick-up facility would not accommodate direct sales. All supplies
picked up from the exterior pick-up window would be pre-paid, and this exterior pick-up facility would
operate during the same hours as the garden center. The proposed Walmart would also have a
pharmacy with a drive-through, and may include a vision and hearing care center, medical clinic, food
service, a photo studio and photo finishing center, a banking center, and other related accessory uses.
The Walmart would have outdoor seasonal sales and storage, which would take place only in the
outdoor garden center. The proposed Walmart would include, without limitation, truck doors, and
loading facilities.
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The Walmart would operate 24 hours per day. Customer access to the Proposed Project would be via
two driveways off of Tehachapi Boulevard and two driveways off of Tucker Road. Truck access would be
off of Tucker Road at the southernmost driveway.

The three outlots do not currently have identified uses as part of the project application, and would be
developed at a later time. Although there are currently no identified uses for the outlots, the following
probable uses of these parcels are evaluated to fully analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed
project:

¢ Qutlot 1: 5,200 square feet of retail
¢ Qutlot 2: 3,100 square-foot fast food restaurant with drive through
¢ Qutlot 3: 3,500 square-foot fast food restaurant with drive through

When the specific final uses for these parcels are proposed, the applicant would be required to apply for
any needed discretionary approvals and may be subject to additional environmental review under CEQA
depending on the consistency of the proposed uses with the probable uses evaluated in this EIR.

The Proposed Project also includes the dedication of approximately 1.4 acres to the City for parking and
access to the proposed bike path and trails to the east of the Proposed Project at the northeastern
portion of the project site off Tehachapi Boulevard.

Infrastructure Improvements

The following infrastructure improvements (or alternative improvements as approved by the City of
Tehachapi at the time the Site Development Plan Review Application is approved) will be constructed as
part of this project:

Drainage Improvements and Stormwater Quality Facilities

Offsite Drainage Improvements

The following offsite improvements are proposed:

* A 24-inch collector pipe will be constructed on the southern side of Tehachapi Boulevard
beginning at the project site boundary (Outlot 1), west to the existing 72-inch main trunk line
under Tucker Road.

* Three 24-inch collector pipes will be constructed perpendicular to the project site, connecting to
the existing 72-inch main trunk line under Tucker Road

Onsite Stormwater Quality Facilities

Implementation of the proposed project would include installation of three stormwater filter units with
Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS) on the project site. These units are designed to filter out
particles and also include an oil trap baffle. CDS units #1 and #2 will be installed to treat onsite
stormwater that drains to the collection system on Tucker Road. CDS unit #3 will be installed to treat
onsite stormwater that drains to Tehachapi Boulevard.
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Circulation

Concept Median Plan for Tucker Road and Tehachapi Boulevard

A concept median plan has been developed for Tucker Road from Valley Boulevard to Tehachapi
Boulevard, and Tehachapi Boulevard from Tucker Road to approximately 500 feet east of Tehachapi
Road. In addition, a separate plan has been developed for Valley Boulevard at Tucker Road in order to
show the recommended improvements on Tucker Road and Valley Boulevard. As requested by City
staff, the concept design of Tehachapi Boulevard, from Old Tehachapi Road to approximately 500 feet
east, reflects the ultimate roadway width and geometry based on City standards for information
purposes, and is not based on the capacity analyses results for this location. In addition, the curb lane on
Tucker Road has been designed with a minimum width of 20 feet to provide for a standard 8-foot
shoulder, which can also accommodate a bike lane. However, in order to minimize extra roadway
striping, the striping for a Class Il bike lane is not shown on the concept plans, but can be provided if
requested by Caltrans.

Signal

A traffic signal will be installed at the Main Project Entrance on Tucker Road (Driveway 1) and at the
western Project Entrance on Tehachapi Boulevard (Driveway 4).

7. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE PRIOR EIR

The Prior EIR considered a range of alternatives to the proposed project to provide informed decision-
making in accordance with Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines. The Revised EIR did not change,
alter or add to the alternatives analyzed in the Prior EIR.

The alternatives analyzed in the Prior EIR included: 1) No Project Alternative (No Build), 2) Reduced
Intensity Alternative (25% reduction in the size of the Walmart building, 3) Stand Alone Walmart
Alternative (same size as the proposed project) with no outparcel development, and 4) Four Alternative
Sites-Locations Alternative — (4A - A 15-acre site located at Capital Hills; 4b- A 24-acre site located east
of the current site; 4c - A 46-acre site located on East Tehachapi Boulevard; and 4d - A 29-acre site
located in Old Towne).

The environmentally superior alternative was Alternative 3, the stand-alone Walmart Store alternative,
would result in less traffic generated as a result of no outparcel development. This alternative would
meet most of the project objectives, but to a significantly less degree than the proposed project as it
would not result in an efficient use of the land. Further, since this alternative includes fewer square feet
of overall retail space, the City’s economic base would not increase as great since it would providing
fewer tax-generating uses.

8. ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL REVISED EIR

This document, together with the Revised EIR for the proposed project and the Technical Appendices to
the Revised EIR, constitute the “Final Revised EIR” for the proposed project. The Revised EIR consisted
of the following:

The Revised EIR, which included the environmental analysis for the proposed project; and Technical
Appendices, which included:

- Appendix M:  Environmental Noise Measurement Data
- Appendix N: 2010 Tehachapi Regional Urban Water Management Plan
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- Appendix O:  Greater Tehachapi Area Specific Plan Draft EIR (excerpts)

- Appendix P: Greater Tehachapi Area Specific Plan Final EIR (excerpts)

- AppendixQ: Greater Tehachapi Area Specific and Community Plan
Updated Water Supply Assessment

- AppendixR: The Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment

The Final Revised EIR is organized in the following sections:
I. Introduction

This section is intended to provide background of the prior CEQA and approval history of the project, an
overview of the CEQA requirements and Summary of the Proposed Project analyzed in the Revised EIR.

Il. Comment Letters and Responses

This section includes detailed responses to comment letters submitted to the City during the public
review period and responses to those comments.

IIl. Corrections and Additions

This section provides a complete overview of the corrections and additions that have been incorporated
into the Revised EIR in response to comments submitted during the public review period.

IV. Mitigation Monitoring Program

This section is a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Prior EIR, along with
mitigation measures that were revised in section IV.K. Transportation/Traffic pursuant to the
Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment. . This section includes a list of the required mitigation
measures and includes detailed information with respect to the City’s policies and procedures for
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP)
identifies the monitoring phase, the enforcement phase and the applicable department or agency that is
responsible for ensuring each recommended mitigation measure is implemented.

Appendices to Final Revised EIR

- Appendix A— Bracketed Comment Letters
- Appendix B— Noise Spreadsheets
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Il. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

1. OVERVIEW

The purpose of the public review of the Revised EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

The purpose of each response to a comment on the Revised EIR is to address the significant
environmental issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points contained
in the Revised EIR. Section 15088 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA
requires in the response to comments. It states that:

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments
must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were
not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice.

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to focus
their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has held that
the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency
responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure. Section
15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states:

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts,
and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
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The guideline encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document,
particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project
alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence,
subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section
15204 (c) states:

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

2. LIST OF THOSE WHO COMMENTED ON THE REVISED EIR

The City of Tehachapi Community Development Department received a total of 5 comment letters on
the Revised EIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and comments
within each comment letter are also numbered. For example, comment letter “3” is from the California
Department of Transportation. The comments in this letter are numbered “3-1”, “3-2”, “3-3”, etc.

Written comments made during the public review of the Revised EIR intermixed points and opinions
relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review.
The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for
project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review. The
response “comment noted” is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue
relevant to the review of the environmental analysis. Such points are usually statements of opinion or
preference regarding a project’s design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview of an
EIR: environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for consideration in the
subsequent project approval process. In addition, the response “comment acknowledged” is generally
used in cases where the commenter is correct.

During and after the public review period, the following organizations/persons provided written
comments on the Revised EIR to the City of Tehachapi Community Development Department:

Commenters Date
1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse July 2, 2013
2. Native American Heritage Commission July 8, 2013
3. California Department of Transportation August 8, 2013
4, M.R. Wolfe & Associates, P.C. August 12, 2013
5. William L. Nelson August 12, 2013

While the Revised EIR was being circulated for public comment, the City consulted informally with the
Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District’s staff, John Martin, General Manager, regarding Section
IV.L. (Water) of the Revised EIR. His verbal comments were summarized with corresponding City of
Tehachapi responses. For purposes of this Final Revised EIR, Mr. Martin’s comments and responses are
referred as Letter No. 6, Informal Comments.

3. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following pages include comments by each comment letter (and Water District informal comments)
followed by responses to each comment.

Tehachapi Walmart Il. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page II-2



City of Tehachapi

November 2013

LETTER NO. 1

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
1400 10" Street

Sacramento, CA 95812

July 2, 2013

Comment No. 1-1

The Lead Agency has corrected some information regarding the above-mentioned project. Please see
the attached materials for more specific information. All other project information remains the same.

Response to Comment No. 1-1

This is the cover memorandum sent by the State Clearinghouse for circulation of the Revised Draft EIR.

No comment is necessary.

Tehachapi Walmart
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LETTER NO. 2

Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95691

July 8, 2013

Comment No. 2-1

The Native American Heritage Commission (HAHC)has reviewed the CEQA Notice regarding the
above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3™ 604), the court held that
the NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American
resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological places of religious significance to
Native Americans, and to Native American burial sites. This project is subject to California Government
Code Section 65040.2 et seq.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that nay project that causes a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a
significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b). To adequately comply
with this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archeological resources, the commission
recommends the following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine: If a part or all of
the area of project affect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural place(s). The NAHC
recommends that known traditional cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in
the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a
professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
We suggest that this be coordinated with NAHC, if possible. The final report containing site forms, site
significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted immediately to the planning department. All
information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary objects
should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public disclosure
pursuant to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site has
been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the proposed active might impinge on any
cultural resources. Lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude their
subsurface existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and
evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, pursuant to California Health & Safety
Code 7050.5 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

Also, CEQA Guidelines Section 210.83.2 require documentation and analysis of archeological
item that meet the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f). Lead agencies should include in their
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mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans. Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American
human remains in their mitigation plan. Heath and Safety code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public
Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery
of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Response to Comment No. 2-1

This comment restates the state CEQA Guidelines and requests an archaeological inventory survey,
consultation with Native American contacts, and reiteration of CEQA Guidelines regarding
documentation and analysis of archaeological items and mitigation plan for the disposition of recovered
artifacts.

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative was specifically tasked with providing more detail for cumulative water impacts,
cumulative off-Site traffic noise and identifying which impacted intersections and roadway segments
were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate.
In this regard, the comment can technically be characterized as beyond the scope of the Revised Draft
EIR. However, the following comment is offered for consideration.

The original Draft EIR addressed Cultural Resources. The NAHC requested for the original EIR to provide
an archaeological inventory survey and consult with Native American contacts from a provided list. A
records search was conducted at the California Historical Resources Information System Southern San
Joaquin Valley Information Center at California State University, Bakersfield, revealed that one previous
archaeological investigation has been documented within the study area. The Information Center
records further indicated that 15 additional archaeological investigations within 0.5 mile of the study
area have resulted in the documentation of five archaeological sites. No evidence of archaeological
remains on the project site had been discovered. Applied Earthworks, an archeological/cultural
resources consulting firm, contacted the Native American contacts on behalf of the City of Tehachapi
through the original Draft EIR process.

Since the majority of the project site has never been subject to subsurface disturbance, the original EIR
acknowledged that project implementation could result in adverse impacts to archaeological resources,
paleontological resources and human remains that were previously unknown due to earth moving
activities. Further, the original EIR acknowledged that the proposed project would be subject to full
compliance with Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code
§5097.98, in the event human remains are accidentally discovered. As such, with compliance with state
and federal Codes and implementation of original EIR Mitigation Measures E-1, 5-2, E-3 and E-4, as
shown below, and included in the original EIR for the proposed project, would ensure that project
impacts would be less than significant.

E-1 Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the project applicant shall ensure with
contractual agreements that all contractors and subcontractors shall be informed about the
potential for archaeological and paleontological discoveries during construction, and all
construction personnel shall be informed on the appropriate responses to such discoveries. The
information shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and shall include a description of the
kinds of cultural resources that might be encountered during construction and the steps to be
taken if such a find is unearthed.
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If buried or concealed cultural resources are discovered during excavation, construction, or
related development work, all such work shall cease in the vicinity of the find and a qualified
archaeologist shall be notified. The find shall be properly investigated and appropriate
mitigative and/or protective measures (if necessary) shall be taken. If human remains are found,
procedures for their treatment shall follow CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(e).

Archaeological Resources

E-2

If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of the project development,
construction shall be halted. The services of an archaeologist shall be secured by contacting the
Center for Public Archaeology - Cal State University Bakersfield, or a member of the Society of
Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist to assess the resources and
evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, study or report shall be submitted to
the Cal State University Bakersfield Center for Archaeological Research. The project will be
conditioned to cease and desist grading if archaeological resources are unearthed during
grading.

Paleontological Resources

E-3

If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of the project development,
construction shall be halted. The services of a paleontologist shall be secured by contacting the
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, Cal State Bakersfield, or the Buena Vista Museum of
Natural History in Bakersfield to assess the resources and evaluate the impact. Copies of the
paleontological survey, study or report shall be submitted to the Buena Vista Museum of Natural
History in Bakersfield. The project will be conditioned to cease and desist grading if
paleontological resources are unearthed during grading.

Human Remains

E-4

If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the specific
construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the County
Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to
be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within
24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of
the remains.
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LETTER NO. 3

California Department of Transportation
District 9

500 South Main Street

Bishop, CA 93514

August 8, 2013

Comment No. 3-1

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 9 appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Walmart RDEIR. Although not related to DEIR revisions, since previous Walmart
project reviews, the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) has been updated to reflect the new
Complete Streets Program (see http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm). Hence, some of
the proposed mitigation measures would not comply with the new HDM standards without
additional alterations. Any design exceptions would have to be written and submitted to the
Caltrans Headquarters Design Unit and may or may not be approved. More discussion will be
needed with Caltrans, the City and Project Proponents. We have the following comments on the
transportation and traffic mitigation measures:

Response to Comment 3-1

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction
pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be
characterized as beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is
offered for consideration. At the development stage, the specific Mitigation Measures will be re-
evaluated and modified as necessary to meet Caltrans’ specifications and approval. This does not
affect the pro-rata share or the conclusion reached in the EIR relative to traffic impacts.

Comment No. 3-2

K-4: (SR 202 Valley Blvd at Sierra Vista) Re-striping for a two-way left turn lane will require additional
pavement width.

Response to Comment 3-2

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction pursuant
to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be characterized as
beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following comment is offered for
consideration. At the time this improvement is initiated the design will be required to meet Caltrans
design specifications. This does not affect the pro-rata share or the conclusions reached in the EIR
relative to traffic impacts.
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Comment No. 3-3

K-5: (SR 202 at eastbound SR 58 Ramps) Re-striping for a free-right turn and receiving lane will
require additional pavement width. Eliminating the eastbound through movement is not
appropriate.

Response to Comment 3-3

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction
pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be
characterized as beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is
offered for consideration. The SR 202 at eastbound SR 58 ramp is incorporated into the Tehachapi
Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program. In consultation with the Kern County Roads
Department, there is adequate flexibility in the Impact Fee mechanism to accommodate the above-
referenced design specifications and still qualify for the Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program.
Additionally, the mitigation measure has been modified in the final EIR to reflect this design
modification suggested herein.

Comment No. 3-4

K-6 & K-7: (SR 202 at Red Apple/Tehachapi Blvd.) All modifications must comply with the Complete
Streets Program. Bike lanes associated with right-turn pockets and median pedestrian refuge areas are
newly required features that will have to be incorporated. These new requirements could substantially
change the configuration of the approaches, making it difficult to impossible to make the modifications
fit within the existing curb-to curb distances. These factors will likely increase the costs of any
modifications and hence the fair share contribution(s). See the latest Caltrans “Highway Design Manual”
for details.

Response to Comment 3-4

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction
pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be
characterized as beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is
offered for consideration. As implied in the comment at the development stage, the applicant will be
required to pay a pro-rata share of costs associated with K-6 and K-7 improvements. The definitive
improvement will incorporate the design features included in the comments and will be the basis by
which the pro-rata fee is determined. Additionally, if additional right-of-way must be procured to
accomplish these design parameters the cost of right-of-way acquisition will be incorporated into the
pro-rata share formula. This does not affect the pro-rata share or the conclusions reached in the EIR
relative to traffic impacts.
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Comment No. 3-5
K-10 to K-13: (SR 202 Valley Blvd. & Tucker Rd.) See comments for K-6 & K-7.

Response to Comment 3-5

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction pursuant
to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be characterized as
beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is offered for consideration.
As implied in the comment at the development stage the applicant will be required to pay a pro-rata
share of the cost associated with improvements K-10 to K-13 at the intersection of SR 202 (Valley Blvd.
and Tucker Rd.). A more definitive design will be forthcoming at the development stage which will be
vetted by Caltrans incorporating the design features included in the comments and will be the basis by
which the pro-rate fee is determined. If additional right-of-way must be procured, the cost of right-of-
way acquisition will be included in the pro-rata share formula. This does not affect the pro-rata share or
the conclusions reached in the EIR relative to traffic impacts.

Comment No. 3-6

K-16, 17 & 18: (SR 202 Valley Blvd. & Tucker Rd.) See comments for K-6 & K-7.

Response to Comment 3-6

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction pursuant
to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be characterized as
beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is offered for consideration.
As implied in the comment at the development stage the applicant will be required to pay their pro-rata
share of the cost associated with improvements K-16, K-17 and K-18 (SR 202 Valley Blvd. and Tucker
Rd.). A more definitive design will be forthcoming at the development stage, which will be vetted by
Caltrans incorporating the design features included in the comments and incorporated in the updated
Caltrans Highway Design Manual. This more definitive design will be the basis by which the pro-rata fee
will be determined. In addition, if right-of-way acquisition is necessary to achieve the more definitive
design this additional cost will be included in the pro-rata share formula. This does not affect the pro-
rate share determination or the conclusions reached in the EIR relative to traffic.

Comment No. 3-7

K-19: (SR 202 Tucker Rd. at Jiffy Lube) This location does not meet warrants for a traffic signal.
Consideration should be given to the turn movements that should be allowed at this location by the new
raised median.

Response to Comment 3-7

As indicated in the Notice of Availability (NOA) and the introductory chapter of the Revised Draft EIR,
the subject EIR relative to traffic impacts was specifically tasked with identifying which impacted
intersections and roadway segments were outside the City of Tehachapi’s control/jurisdiction pursuant
to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. In this regard, the comment can technically be characterized as
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beyond the scope of the Revised Draft EIR. However, the following response is offered for consideration.
It is anticipated based on the traffic analysis that this median break will ultimately meet signal warrants.
The signal in questions is not included on the Tehachapi Regional Transportation Impact Fee list and as
such the traffic study determined the project’s fair share contribution to the signal that in the City’s
estimation will ultimately be needed/warranted at this location. The project proponent’s fair share
contribution to this improvement will help off-set the cost of installation of the signal at some future
date.

Comment No. 3-8

Note that the Complete Streets Program comments above also apply to the new traffic signal at the
project driveway, the Tucker Road raised median as well as any other locations where improvements
would be made on SR 202.

We value our cooperative working relationship concerning project-related State highway impacts in
Tehachapi. You may contact me at (760) 872-5203, with any questions

Response to Comment 3-8

The comment is a summary conclusion statement of the comments, but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a
response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 4

M.R. Wolfe & Associates, P.C.
1 Sutter Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94101
August 12, 2013

Comment No. 4-1

A. Analysis of Potential Impacts From Traffic Noise
1. Mix of vehicles

The RDEIR states that existing and all future noise levels (baseline plus project, cumulative noise
based on a list of projects, cumulative noise based on General Plan buildout) at commercial land use
locations were modeled using the FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model.

¢ Please indicate what adjustment was made, if any, to reflect changes in the vehicle mix (e.g.,
percentage of heavy trucks, medium trucks, and passenger vehicles) in the modeled scenarios
with and without the Project.

Response to Comment No. 4-1

Page IV.I-4 of the Revised EIR discusses how traffic noise depends primarily on the speed of traffic and
the percentage of truck traffic. Traffic volume does not have a major influence on traffic noise levels.
The primary source of noise from automobiles is high frequency tire noise, which increases with speed.
Trucks and older automobiles produce engine and exhaust noise, and trucks also generate wind noise.
While tire noise from autos is generally located at ground level, truck noise sources can be located as
high as 10 to 15 feet above the roadbed, due to tall exhaust stacks and higher engines. These
characteristics mean that trucks generate more noise than automobiles.

As shown on page 12 of Appendix M to the Revised EIR, the evaluation of roadway noise levels at
commercial uses assumed that 1.8 percent of the average daily roadway traffic volumes are medium-
duty trucks and 0.7 percent are heavy-duty trucks. This equates to a total of 2.5 percent trucks on the
study-area roadway segments.

The Air Quality section from the Prior EIR (page IV.C-32) assumed that approximately 65 of the 11,043
daily traffic trips associated with the proposed project would be heavy-duty trucks. This equates to 0.59
percent of the total project generated traffic. The air quality analysis for the Prior EIR (Appendix D) also
assumed that 1.1 percent of the trips to and from the site would be by medium-duty trucks. This
equates to a total truck mix of 1.69 percent, which is less than the assumed mix for the study-area
roadways in the Revised Draft EIR. Adding the project vehicle mix to the assumed roadway mix would
reduce the overall percentage of trucks on the study-area roadways. As discussed above, trucks
generate more noise than automobiles. Therefore, by using the same roadway vehicle mix for each of
the future roadway noise scenarios (e.g., existing plus project, cumulative noise, and General Plan
Buildout cumulative noise), the Revised EIR provides a conservative evaluation of roadway noise
impacts.
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Comment No. 4-2

e Please indicate how many heavy duty trucks, medium duty trucks, and passenger vehicles trips
were used for in calculations for each roadway segment.

Response to Comment No. 4-2

As discussed in the Response to Comment 4-1, the evaluation of roadway noise levels at commercial
uses assumed that 1.8 percent of the average daily roadway traffic volumes are medium-duty trucks and
0.7 percent are heavy-duty trucks. This equates to a total of 2.5 percent trucks on the study-area
roadway segments. This mix was assumed for each of the commercial-area roadway segments. The
remaining vehicles (97.5%) would be automobiles and light passenger vehicles.

As an example, the City can provide the assumed vehicle trip numbers for Tehachapi Boulevard west of
Mountain View Avenue. Page 12 of Appendix M to the Revised Draft EIR shows an existing traffic volume
of 12,008 average daily trips (ADT). The number of medium-duty trucks would be 216 (12,008 x 1.8%)
and the number of heavy-duty trucks would be 84 (12,008 x 0.7%). The remaining 11,708 vehicles
(97.5%) would be automobiles and other lighter passenger vehicles. The same calculation would be used
to determine the number of passenger vehicles, medium-duty trucks, and heavy-duty trucks on the
other commercial area roadway segments. This is calculated in the FHWA Model.

Comment No. 4-3

¢ Please indicate for each affected roadway segment how addition of Project related traffic would
change the baseline vehicle mix used to calculate the noise for baseline conditions in Tables IV.I-
4, IV.I-6, and IV.I-9. In responding, please provide the Project-related increment of heavy duty
trucks and medium duty trucks for each roadway segment.

Response to Comment No. 4-3

Please see Response to Comment 4-1. By using the same roadway vehicle mix for each of the future
roadway noise scenarios (e.g., existing plus project, cumulative noise, and General Plan Buildout
cumulative noise), the Revised EIR provides a conservative evaluation of roadway noise impacts.

Comment No. 4-4

2. Train Noise

The measurement of existing conditions reported in the RDEIR Appendix M identities traffic noise on
the adjacent roadway as the primary source for each location. In each instance the noise measurement
period was 20 minutes. In some instances other noise sources (car wash, airplane overflight, talking, dog
barking) were identified as secondary sources. In no instance was train noise reported as either a
primary or secondary source.

e Please confirm that the actual noise measurement data reported in the RDEIR in Appendix M did
not include any train noise.

¢ |If train noise was in fact included, please identify the location and time.
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Response to Comment No. 4-4

Existing ambient daytime sound levels were measured at nine residential locations along roadway
segments that provide local and regional access to the study area and are expected to be most directly
impacted by project-related traffic. Of these nine locations, only one -the residence located along Tucker
Road north of Tehachapi Boulevard -has a line of sight to the rail lines that traverse Tehachapi. The rail
lines in this part of Tehachapi are located in a canyon below the residential property and Tucker Road.
During the 20-minute measurement at this location, no trains were operating within view from this
location and train noise was not audible to the observer taking the measurements. Therefore, rail noise
was not listed as an observed source of noise at this location during the measurement period.

The noise level measurements occurred between 9:21 a.m. and 5:35 p.m. on January 30, 2013.
According to the BNSF Railway/UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR
(August 2013, page 10), there were an average of 35 trains traveling through the Tehachapi Pass on a
daily basis in 2012, although the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company (BNSF) and Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) projected that train volume in 2013 would average 37 trains per day (BNSF/UPRR
Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR, page 13). Therefore, it is expected
that several trains passed through Tehachapi while sound levels were being measured. However, none
of the other locations has a line of sight to the railroad tracks, so it was not possible for the
measurement observer to see if trains were traveling through Tehachapi while any of the other
measurements occurred. Also, the nearest measurement location is more than a mile from N. Green
Street, which is the nearest at-grade crossing where train horns and stationary signaling devices are
required to make sound. In each of the other measurement occasions, roadway traffic was the primary
source of noise observed at each location and rail noise (including train horns and signaling devices) was
not audible to the observer taking the measurements. Information for two additional residential
measurement locations near the rail tracks is provided as follows:

* Measurement location 2 -the residence along Red Apple Avenue west of Tucker Road -is located
about 0.34 miles southwest of the rail tracks. The rail tracks are located in a canyon and there is
no direct line of sight from this location to the tracks. The primary source of noise at this
location was traffic on Red Apple Avenue and rail noise was not audible to the observer taking
the measurements.

* Measurement location 3 -the residence along Tucker Road north of Conway Avenue -is located
about 0.41 miles south of the rail tracks. The rail tracks are located in a canyon and there is no
direct line of sight from this location to the tracks. The primary source of noise at this location
was traffic on Tucker Road and rail noise was not audible to the observer taking the
measurements.

The next nearest measurement locations are located along Valley Boulevard at least 0.6miles south of
the railway tracks and there are roadways and many buildings between these receptor locations and the
tracks. Rail noise was not audible to the observer taking the measurements at any of these other
locations.

Tehachapi Walmart II. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 1I-13



City of Tehachapi November 2013

Comment No. 4-5

The RDEIR-reports that "[t]rains are the primary source of noise affecting commercial uses along
Tehachapi Boulevard from Mountain View Avenue east. Traffic noise is a secondary source, adding an
imperceptible amount to the total" RDEIR. p. IV.I-8. The General Plan identifies train noise as a major
source of noise:

“Railroad Noise. Tehachapi is traversed by a major railroad alignment owned by the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR). The main line track carries all rail traffic through, in and out of Tehachapi. The
infrequency of train activity results in loud but sporadic noise events, which nonetheless have a
significant effect on overall noise levels in Tehachapi." Tehachapi General Plan, p. 2:112, available at

http://www.liveuptehachapi.com/DocumentCenter/View/2318

The General Plan acknowledges that the number of daily trains is expected to increase in Tehachapi:

"However, as described earlier, the increase in daily trains from 70 to 130 and the increase in the
length of trains from 0.75 mile to 1.5 miles is expected to result in increased noise from trains as
well as increased noise from idling vehicles waiting to cross Dennison or Green across the tracks."
Tehachapi General Plan, p. 2:112.

The RDEIR explains that Caltrans has commenced environmental review for a smaller improvement
project that would increase daily train traffic by 19 trains per day by issuing a Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report ("NOP"). RDEIR, p. IV.I-22.

* Please confirm that train noise is not included in the Existing Noise Contours provided in Figure
IV.l-1. Assuming not, please revise Figure IV.I-1 to include, at a minimum, the total noise from
road and rail transportation sources. Rail noise sources should include locomotive noise,
wheel/rail noise, and train horn noise, as appropriate. Please provide the data sources,
assumptions, and calculations used in responding.

Response to Comment No. 4-5

The existing noise level contour map provided as Figure IV.I-1 in the Revised EIR is from the Community
Safety Element of the Tehachapi General Plan (Figure 2-16) and the Noise section (Section 4.10) of the
City of Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR. This map only represents the existing noise contours for the
major roadways in Tehachapi. It does not show the noise contours associated with the railway
operations or Tehachapi Municipal Airport. The existing noise contours associated with the railway
operations are identified in Table 4.10-3 of the Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR and are reproduced as
follows:

Tehachapi General Plan EIR Table 4.10-3 Distance to Roadway Noise
Contour Lines

Distance to CNEL Contour (feet)
Segment 65 dB 60 dB 55 dB
West of Tehachapi Station 960 2,160 4,840
Tehachapi Station to Monlith 610 1,190 2,300
Monolith to Cameron Canon Road 660 1,260 2,400
Source: Kern County Noise Element, March 2007.
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As shown in the table, the data was sourced from the Kern County Noise Element rather than calculated
specifically for the Tehachapi General Plan. According to the Noise section of the Tehachapi General Plan
Draft EIR (page 4.10-13), the railway noise contours are based upon the operations of 130 trains at
lengths of up to 1.5 miles traveling along the UPRR right-of-way. According to the BNSF /UPRR Mojave
Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR (August 2013, page 10), there were only
about 35 trains traveling through the Tehachapi Pass on a daily basis in 2012. In 2013 the train volume
would average 37 trains per day (BNSF/UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project
Draft EIR, August 2013, page 13) and this average is predicted to increase to 40 trains per day by 2015
(BNSF/UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR, August 2013, page 11).
The current capacity of the tracks through the Tehachapi Pass is limited to a maximum peak volume of
50 trains per day (BNSF/UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR, August
2013, page 11). Therefore, the City assumes that the noise contour data presented in the Kern County
Noise Element and the Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR Table 4.10-3 vastly overestimate the extent of
the existing noise contours for the City.

However, the Existing Noise Contour Map from the Tehachapi General Plan was included in the Noise
section of the Revised EIR for informational purposes. The noise contour data in this map was not used
to evaluate existing or future noise levels in the Revised EIR. Instead, existing and future roadway noise
levels were calculated for each study location based on traffic volumes provided in the Traffic Impact
Analysis prepared for the proposed project. The text of the Revised EIR will be revised to clarify that this
map identifies existing roadway noise contours.

It is also important to note that the railway improvement project referenced in this comment is no
longer under consideration by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). That project
would have double-tracked five of the nine single-track segments in the Tehachapi Pass and would have
accommodated an average increase of 19 trains per day. However, that project could not be carried
forward due to an over commitment of Transportation Corridor Improvement Funds. An NOP was filed
through the State Clearinghouse on March 14, 2013 for a new railway improvement project that would
double-track only two of the single-track segments in the Tehachapi Pass. The improvements provided
under the new BNSF/UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project would
accommodate an average of 40 trains per day; an increase of 5 trains above 2012 levels. The new
project would also accommodate a maximum peak of 54 trains per day, which is an increase of four
trains per day. Therefore, the City assumes that the noise contour data presented in the Kern County
Noise Element and the Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR Table 4.10-3 also vastly overestimates the
extent of the anticipated future noise contours for the City.

Comment No. 4-6

* Please also separately revise Figure IV.I-l to include increases in train noise permitted by the
Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project for which Caltrans has issued an NOP.

Response to Comment No. 4-6

As discussed in the Response to Comment 4-5, the existing noise level contour map provided as Figure
IV.I-1 in the Revised Draft EIR was obtained from the Community Safety Element of the Tehachapi
General Plan (Figure 2-16) and the Noise section (Section 4.10) of the City of Tehachapi General Plan
Draft EIR. This map only represents the existing noise contours for the major roadways in Tehachapi
(emphasis added). It will not be revised to show future noise levels associated with the Tehachapi Rail
Improvement Project or any other anticipated future developments.
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Comment No. 4-7

The RDEIR states that "[t]rain noise contributes 65 to 67 dBA to the Ldn value for the three roadway
segments in the study area along Tehachapi Boulevard between Mountain View Avenue and South Mill
Street." RDEIR, p. IV.I-9.

* Please provide the data sources, assumptions, and calculations used to determine that train
noise contributes 65 to 67 dBA to the Ldn value for the three roadway segments in the study
area along Tehachapi Boulevard between Mountain View Avenue and South Mill Street.

Response to Comment No. 4-7

The railway noise levels referenced in this comment were interpreted from the Distance to Railway
Noise Contour Lines table (Table 4.10-3) in the Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR. As discussed in the
Response to Comment 4-5, the data was sourced from the Kern County Noise Element rather than being
calculated specifically for the Tehachapi General Plan and the railway noise contours are based upon the
operations of 130 trains at lengths of up to 1.5 miles traveling along the UPRR right-of-way. According to
the BNSF /UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft EIR (August 2013, page
10), there were only about 35 trains traveling through the Tehachapi Pass on a daily basis in 2012.
Therefore, the City assumes that the noise contour data presented in the Kern County Noise Element
and the Tehachapi General Plan Draft EIR Table 4.10-3 vastly overestimate the extent of the existing or
anticipated noise contours for the City.

In response to this issue, existing and future railway noise levels have been calculated for the study-area
commercial uses located along Tehachapi Boulevard and Mulberry Street. The noise levels were
calculated using the Federal Transit Administration Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet (version
7/3/2007) and are based upon 35 existing train trips per day (33 6,000-foot trains and two 8,000 foot
trains) and 40 future train trips per day (34 6,000-foot trains and six 8,000 foot trains). Each train is
assumed to travel at 25 miles per hour through Tehachapi. The 6,000-foot trains are assumed to have
four locomotives and 113 rail cars and the 8,000-foot trains are assumed to have five locomotives and
140 rail cars. The calculations also assume that train horns and signaling devises would be used at the at-
grade crossing of N. Green Street. Based on these calculations, the existing rail train noise contributes 51
to 56 dBA Ldn (or CNEL) to the study-area commercial uses along Tehachapi Boulevard between
Mountain View Avenue and South Mill Street. Future rail noise with the current proposed BNSF /UPRR
Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project (five new train trips) is expected to contribute
51 to 57 dBA Ldn (or CNEL) to the study-area commercial uses. The spreadsheet printouts are provided
in Appendix M to this Final Revised EIR. Existing and future railway noise levels at the commercial use
along Mulberry Street south of Tehachapi Boulevard (rear of hotel) are calculated to be 51 dBA Ldn (or
CNEL). The impacts of the projects and cumulative development with these revised railway noise levels
are discussed in the Response to Comment 4-9, below.

Comment No. 4-8

* Please identify the "three roadway segments in the study area along Tehachapi Boulevard
between Mountain View Avenue and South Mill Street" to which the RDEIR refers at page IV.I-9.
In responding, please identify these segments in Tables IV.I-4, IV.I-6, and IV.I-9 if the segments
are included in these tables.
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Response to Comment No. 4-8

The text on page IV.1-9 of the Revised Draft EIR will be revised to reference two study roadway segments
along Tehachapi Boulevard. These two segments are reflected in Table IV.I-4, IV.I-6, and IV.I-9.

Technically, there are three roadway segments along Tehachapi Boulevard between the project site and
South Mill Street. However, the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project only identifies
existing and future traffic volumes for the segment from the project site to Mountain View Avenue
(referenced in the tables as west of Mountain View Avenue) and the segment from Mulberry Street to
South Mill Street (referenced in the tables as west of Mill Street). Existing and future noise levels were
calculated for the commercial uses located along these two roadway segments and the results are
presented in Tables IV.I-4, IV.I-6, and IV.1-9 of the Revised Draft EIR. The Traffic Impact Analysis did not
identify existing and future traffic volumes for the segment of Tehachapi Boulevard from Mountain View
Avenue to Mulberry Street. Therefore, it was not possible to calculate the existing and future noise
levels for the existing commercial use along this particular segment of Tehachapi Boulevard.! However,
the Revised Draft EIR assumes that the impacts to this location would be similar to those for the
segment of Tehachapi Boulevard from Mulberry Street to South Mill Street (referenced in the tables as
west of Mill Street). It should be noted that the commercial use along the segment of Tehachapi
Boulevard from Mulberry Street to South Mill Street is a box format store (Kmart) and the store faces to
the east. It is a side portion of the building that faces Tehachapi Boulevard, there is no fenestration, and
this area of the building does not open to the public. This area is not considered to be a outdoor activity
area that is sensitive to noise.

Comment No. 4-9

* For each of the columns in Tables IV.I-4, IV.I-6, and IV.I-9 that provide noise measurements,
please indicate whether the noise volumes include train noise. If any of the noise measurements
do include train noise, please provide the data sources, assumptions, and calculations used to
determine that train noise.

* If train noise is not already included, please restate the analysis in Table IV. 14 to include existing
train noise in the baseline CNEL.

¢ If train noise is not already included please restate the analyses in tables IV.I-6 and 1V.1-9 to
include existing train noise in the baseline CNEL and to include increases in train noise permitted
by the Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project for which Caltrans has issued an NOP in the future
CNEL.

Response to Comment No. 4-9

Please see the Response to Comment 4-4 regarding the sound level measurements and train noise.
Please also see the Response to Comment 4-7 regarding the railway noise levels that were used in the
calculation of overall noise levels at the commercial uses along Tehachapi Boulevard and Mulberry
Street.

This should not be confused with the study roadway segment on Mulberry Street south of Tehachapi
Boulevard, for which traffic data was available and calculation of existing and future noise levels was
performed.
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In response to this issue, existing and future noise levels have been recalculated for the study-area
commercial uses located along Tehachapi Boulevard and Mulberry Street. Noise levels have also been
recalculated to include modeled railway noise at the residential use located along Tucker Road north of
Tehachapi Boulevard.

As stated previously, the railway noise levels were calculated using the Federal Transit Administration
Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet (version 7/3/2007) and are based upon 35 existing train trips per
day and 40 future train trips per day (five new train trips). Each train is assumed to travel at 25 miles per
hour through Tehachapi. The 6,000-foot trains are assumed to have four locomotives and 113 rail cars
and the 8,000-foot trains are assumed to have five locomotives and 140 rail cars. The calculations also
assume that train horns and signaling devises would be used at the at-grade crossing of N. Green Street.

Table IV.I-2 from the Revised EIR has been modified to reflect only the locations with revised noise
levels. The changes are shown as strikeout of deleted text and the underlying and bold of new text.

Table IV.I-2
Existing (2009) Roadway Noise Levels Offsite
Existing Land Uses Located

Roadway Roadway Segment Along Roadway Segment dBA CNEL
North of Tehachapi Boulevard Residential 632 64.0

Tucker Road North of Conway Avenue Re5|dent|.al 63.6

North of Valley Boulevard Commercial 65.3

South of Valley Boulevard Residential 63.6

Red Apple Avenue West of Tucker Road Residential 66.1
. West of Mountain View Avenue Commercial 664 61.3
Tehachapi Boulevard - - ==
West of Mill Street Commercial (Hotel) 678 61.5

East of Golden Hills Boulevard Residential 58.4

East of Sierra Vista Drive Residential 64.0

Valley Boulevard — - -

West of Mountain View Avenue Residential 69.9

West of Curry Street Residential 71.0

Curry Street South of Valley Boulevard Residential 61.8
Mulberry Street South of Tehachapi Boulevard Commercial (Hotel) 66:-153.1

Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Final Traffic Impact Analysis Report, WalMart,
February 24, 2010.

Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF /UPRR Mojave Subdivision Tehachapi
Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.

Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, June November 2013. Calculation data and results provided in
Appendix M.

Table IV.I-4 from the Revised EIR has been modified to reflect only the locations with revised noise
levels. The changes are shown as strikeout of deleted text and the underlying of new text.

Tehachapi Walmart II. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 1I-18



City of Tehachapi

November 2013

Table IV.I-4
Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts
Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Baseline + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase | Standard? Excessive?

Tucker Road north of | o vl | 63.264.0 63.664.3 0.40.3 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard — — =
Tucker Road north of | o o 63.6 64.5 0.9 No No
Conway Avenue
Tucker Road north of Commercial 65.3 66.3 1.1 No No
Valley Boulevard
Tucker Road south of | o 0 via 63.6 64.0 0.4 No No
Valley Boulevard
Red Apple Avenue . .

Residential 1 . . N N
west of Tucker Road esidentia 66 66.9 0.8 o o]
Tehachapi Boulevard
west of Mountain Commercial 66-461.3 66-762.1 830.8 No No
View Avenue
Tehachapi Boul

ehachapi Boulevard | . 1 | 6728615 67.962.0 | 6105 No No

west of Mill Street — —
Valley Boulevard east
of Golden Hills Residential 58.4 58.9 0.5 No No
Boulevard
Valley Boulevard east | o . ool 64.0 64.5 0.5 No No
of Sierra Vista Drive
Valley Boulevard west
of Mountain View Residential 69.9 70.6 0.7 No No
Avenue
Valley Boulevard west | o o il 71.0 71.8 0.9 No No
of Curry Street
Curry Street south of | o o tial 61.8 62.6 0.8 No No
Valley Boulevard
Mulberry Street south
of Tehachapi Commerecial 66-153.1 66-153.1 0.0 No No
Boulevard
Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.
Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis Report,
WalMart, February 24, 2010.
Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF _/UPRR Mojave Subdivision
Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.
Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, ##re November 2013. Calculation data and results are provided in
Appendix M.
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Table IV.I-6 from the Revised EIR has been modified to reflect only the locations with revised noise
levels. The changes are shown as strikeout of deleted text and the underlying of new text.

Table IV.I-6
Cumulative Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts (Listed Projects & Walmart)
Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Future + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment | Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? Excessive?
Tucker R h of
ucker Road north o Res. | 63.264.0 | 65.065.6 | 1.7 Ne-Yes Yes
Tehachapi Boulevard
Tucker Road north of Conway Res. 63.6 65.4 19 Yes Yes
Avenue
Tucker Road north of Valley Com. 653 677 24 No No
Boulevard
Tucker Road south of Valley Res. 63.6 65.7 20 Yes Yes
Boulevard
Red Apple Avenue west of Res. 66.1 68.1 2.0 No No-Yes
Tucker Road —
Tehacha.pl B.oulevard west of Com. 4613 063.2 0719 No No
Mountain View Avenue - -
Te.hachapl Boulevard west of Com. 8615 631 0417 No No
Mill Street — —
Valley Boulevard east of
Golden Hills Boulevard Res. >84 60.2 18 No No
Valley Boulevard east of Res. 64.0 65.8 1.8 Yes Yes
Sierra Vista Drive
valley Boulevard west of Res. 69.9 71.8 1.9 No Yes
Mountain View Avenue
Valley Boulevard west of Res. 71.0 73.4 25 No Yes
Curry Street
h of Vall
Curry Street south of Valley Res. 61.8 64.4 2.7 No Yes
Boulevard
Mulberry Street south of Com. |66153.1| 66.153.8 | 06.00.7 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard
NA-=Not-applicable:
Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.
Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis Report,
WalMart, February 24, 2010.
Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF /UPRR Mojave Subdivision
Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.
Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, June November 2013. Calculation data and results are provided in
Appendix M.

The revised baseline noise at Tucker Road north of Tehachapi Boulevard is 64.0 dBA; cumulative noise,
including the baseline, the project, and the listed projects, would be 65.6 dBA, which would exceed the
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applicable standard of 65 dBA for residential uses. The increase in combined noise is 1.7 dBA.
Cumulative noise, excluding the project’s contribution, would equal 65.4 dBA. The project would
contribute 0.2 dBA, which is only about 11 percent of the cumulative total. Under Table 3-1 of the FTA
manual, the addition of a noise source producing less than 61 dBA to a noise level of 65.4 dBA (baseline
plus cumulative, excluding the project) would result in No Impact (see Revised EIR Table IV.I-7). The
traffic noise caused by the project would be 52.6 dBA. Thus, the project’s incremental effect is not
considerable or significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable
future projects, hence is not cumulatively considerable. As discussed on page IV.I-25 of the Revised EIR,
the City chose to classify the cumulative impact at the residential use located along Tucker Road north
of Tehachapi Boulevard as significant. Therefore, the cumulative impact conclusions for the List of
Projects or Plan Projections presented in the Revised EIR do not change as a result of the revisions to
Table IV.I-6.

Table IV.I-9 in the Revised EIR has been modified to reflect only the locations with revised noise levels.
The changes are shown as strikeout of deleted text and the underlying of new text.

Table IV.I-9
Year 2009 to General Plan Buildout Roadway Noise Level Impacts
Noise Levels in dBA CNEL

Existing Cause
Land Uses General Exceedance
Along Baseline Plan of
Roadway Traffic Buildout Applicable Substantial
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? | or Excessive?

Tucker Road north of Res. 63.264.0 | 64:265.0 1.0 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard
Tucker Road north of Res. 63.6 63.5 0.0 No No
Conway Avenue
Tucker Road northof | 65.3 64.7 0.6 No No
Valley Boulevard
Tucker Road south of | = g, 63.6 60.8 2.9 No No

Valley Boulevard
Tehachapi Boulevard
west of Mountain Com. 66:461.3 681 65.3 1+
View Avenue
Valley Boulevard
west of Mountain Res. 69.9 75.6 5.7 No Yes
View Avenue

Curry Street south of
Valley Boulevard
Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.

No No

3

Res. 61.8 65.8 4.0 Yes Yes

Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis Report,
WalMart, February 24, 2010.

Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF_/UPRR Mojave Subdivision
Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.

Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, #+ne November 2013. Calculation data and results are provided in
Appendix M.
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Comment No. 4-10
3. Commercial area noise modeling

The RDEIR explains that noise in residential areas was determined based on actual measurements
because mathematical models fail to take into account variables other than traffic data such as
pavement type and condition, local vehicle mixes, trees, gaps in fences, reflections from nearby
structures, and meteorological conditions. RDEIR, p. IV.I-4.

However, the RDEIR states that "[r]ather than relying on sound level measurements as the basis of
calculations,” the noise levels in commercial areas was modeled using the Caltrans TeNS document and
traffic volumes from the Traffic Impact Analysis. RDEIR, p. IV.I-5. Adjustments were made to the model
to reflect average California vehicle noise levels. Thus, it appears that, unlike the residential noise
determination, which was based on actual measurements in Tehachapi, the commercial noise level
determination does not take into account variables other than traffic data, such as pavement type and
condition in Tehachapi, local vehicle mixes in Tehachapi, trees in Tehachapi, gaps in fences in Tehachapi,
reflections from nearby structures in Tehachapi and meteorological conditions in Tehachapi. The
ostensible rationale for this approach was to exclude noise other than traffic noise, such as noise from
parking lots or loudspeakers, RDEIR, p. IV.I-6, However, the RDEIR presents no evidence that other
sources of noise were substantial or could not have been isolated from the traffic noise measurements.

* Please provide sound level measurements at the commercial locations, using the same protocols
as uses at the residential areas, to substantiate calibration of the analytical FHWA Highway
Noise Model. For these measurements, please indicate any substantial secondary noise sources
and how they were accounted for when substantiating calibration of the FHWA Highway Noise
Model.

Response to Comment No. 4-10

With the exception of the immediate vicinity of the project site, the noise affect of the proposed project
at locations elsewhere in Tehachapi will be limited to increases in roadway traffic. Since there are
minimal secondary sources of noise at the studied residential locations, it was determined that the
measured noise levels represent nearly 100 percent of roadway traffic noise. Commercial locations
represent a different scenario in which parking lot activities, mechanical equipment, and people talking
would contribute to the ambient roadway noise level. The proposed project would not increase these
secondary noise sources. Therefore, it was determined that the calculation of noise levels rather than
the measurement of noise levels would be the most reasonable of addressing roadway noise impacts at
commercial locations.

The accuracy of the commercial use modeling was verified by comparing the noise levels measured at
the residence located along Tucker Road north of Conway Avenue to those calculated using the same
vehicle fleet mix assumptions as for the commercial uses. The modeled noise level was 3.0 dBA higher
than the measured noise levels. Based on this verification, the modeled noise levels for the commercial
uses along Tucker Road north of Valley Boulevard were adjusted down by 3.0 dBA. The adjustment was
not provided for the other commercial locations since sound levels were not measured on the other
commercial area roadways, but it is expected that the modeled noise levels likely overestimate the
roadway noise levels at these locations as well. As such, the Revised EIR provides a conservative
evaluation of roadway noise impacts at commercial uses.
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Comment No. 4-11
4. Noise determination at outdoor activity areas

The RDEIR measured and modeled noise for residential areas within the residential areas typically at
the facades of buildings. However, the intent of exterior noise standards is to protect outdoor uses, not
to ensure a particular noise level at the building facade. (Separate interior noise standards protect noise
levels within buildings.) For example, Policy NOI.2 of the Greater Tehachapi Area Specific and
Community Plan calls for meeting a 65 dBA Ldn standard at “outdoor activity areas." Accordingly, noise
should be determined at the residential property line rather than at building facades.

* Please provide measurements of existing residential noise levels at the property lines and
restate Table IV.I-2.

* Please restate the analyses of noise levels in Tables IV.I-4, IV.I-6, and IV.I-9 to reflect noise levels
at the property lines of residential areas.

Response to Comment No. 4-11

Outdoor activity areas are normally located near or adjacent to the main residential building and are
areas where people expect to congregate for conversation. Outdoor activity areas for single-family
residential uses are typically represented by back yards or the building setback. Outdoor activity areas
for multi-family uses are typically private patios greater than 6 feet in depth and common areas for
congregating. The property line of residential properties adjacent to roadways is not considered to be an
outdoor living environment. For the most part, the locations that were selected for measurement are
representative of the nearest outdoor living environment of the uses along the study area roadways.
There were a few instances where the EIR consultant was not able to access a residential property for
measurement. The following list identifies the measurement locations for the study-area residential
uses. Maps and photographs of each measurement location are provided in Appendix M to the Revised
EIR.

e Residential use at 21501 Tucker Road -north of Tehachapi Road: Adjacent to eastern property fence.
Considered to be representative of rear yard outdoor living environment.

e Residential use at 19239 Red Apple Avenue -west of Tucker Road: Adjacent to property fence
slightly forward of residential structure setback. Considered to be representative of front yard
outdoor living environment.

e Residential use at 107 Tucker Road -north of Conway Avenue: Front yard area slightly forward of
residential structure setback. Considered to be representative of front yard outdoor living
environment.

e Residential uses south of Valley Boulevard: Landscape median area between Tucker Road and multi-
family residential use parking lot. This location is roughly equal to the property line of the single-
family homes located to the south. These single-family homes have walls along Tucker Road that
would reduce noise levels in the outdoor living environments (back yards). The outdoor living
environments for the multi-family use at this location are well back from Tucker Road and are
largely shielded by the multi-story residential structures. Actual noise levels in outdoor living
environments for these residential uses would be lower than those that were measured and
calculated.
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¢ Residential lot along Valley Boulevard east of Golden Hills Boulevard: Within open back yard area of
this property (with the permission of the property owner). Representative of actual rear yard
outdoor living environment.

¢ Residential use along Valley Boulevard west of Mountain View Avenue: Undeveloped lot with sound
level meter located similar distance from roadway as existing residential structure to the east.
Considered to be representative of adjacent front yard outdoor living environment.

e Residential use at 211 Valley Boulevard -west of Curry Street: Edge of Valley Boulevard right-of-way.
Outdoor living environment noise levels along this roadway segment would be lower than those
measured and calculated for this roadway segment due to the fact that the noise levels were
measured so close to the right-of-way and not within or in an area representative of the livable area
of the property.

e Residential use at 831 Curry Street -south of Valley Boulevard: Front yard area slightly forward of
residential structure setback (with the permission of the property owner). Considered to be
representative of front yard outdoor living environment.

Please see the Response to Comment4-9 for the modified Table IV.I-2 showing revised existing noise
levels for the residential use located along Tucker Road north of Tehachapi Boulevard.

Comment No. 4-12

5. Contradiction in findings with respect to Tucker north of Conway

The text of the Section IV.I concludes that there are no significant noise impacts. RDEIR, p, IV.I-20,
IV.I-32. However, the summary of environmental impacts and mitigation measures states that the
impact on Tucker north of Conway is cumulatively considerable. RDEIR, p. 1-11.

Response to Comment No. 4-12

The Noise section of the Revised EIR concludes that the cumulative roadway noise impact at the
residential uses along Tucker Road north of Conway Avenue is significant. However, the analysis also
concludes that the contribution of the project to the cumulative impact at this location is not
considerable. The lack of clarity in the summary will be corrected in the Final Revised EIR.

Comment No. 4-13

6. Considerable contribution metric

The cumulative analysis uses the same FTA thresholds to determine whether the project-specific
impact is significant and to determine whether the Project makes a considerable contribution to
significant cumulative impacts. This approach is flawed because CEQA recognizes that individually
minor (i.e., less than significant project specific impacts) may be a considerable contribution to a
cumulatively significant impact. The RDEIR provides no justification for using these standards in
step two of the cumulative analysis other than to state that the standards are “objective." RDEIR, p.
IV.I-27.

Response to Comment No. 4-13

The City disagrees with the comment’s claim that the City applied the same thresholds to
determine whether the cumulative noise impact is significant and the project’s incremental
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impact is cumulatively considerable. The City applied the same FTA methodology in making both
determinations, but with very different thresholds.

The Revised EIR’s cumulative analysis compared total cumulative noise, including the
incremental noise added by the Proposed Project, with baseline noise. The Revised EIR’s analysis
of whether the Proposed Project’s incremental impact is cumulatively considerable examined
the effect caused by adding the noise increase resulting solely from the Proposed Project to the
total cumulative noise without the Proposed Project.

As discussed on pages IV.I-16 through 1V.I-19 of the Revised EIR, two methods were used to determine if
the proposed project caused a significant noise impact. First, the proposed project would cause a
significant noise impact if its increase in roadway traffic would cause noise levels to exceed 65 dBA CNEL
at a noise-sensitive use or 70 dBA CNEL at a non-noise-sensitive use. This threshold addresses the
following threshold from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines:

(a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

The second methodology is based upon a sliding scale developed by the FTA. This second methodology
addresses the following thresholds of significance from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines:

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive noise levels.?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above noise levels
existing without the project.’

Under the second methodology for noise-sensitive uses, an increase of 3.0 or more dBA in combined
noise is substantial/excessive if the baseline exterior noise level is 56 dBA or more; an increase of 2.0 or
more dBA in combined noise is substantial/excessive if the baseline exterior noise level is 60 dBA or
more; an increase of 1.5 or more dBA is substantial/excessive if the baseline exterior noise level is 65
dBA or more; an increase of 1.0 or more dBA is substantial/excessive if the baseline exterior noise level
is 72 dBA or more; and an increase of 0.5 or more dBA is substantial/excessive if the baseline exterior
noise level is 75 dBA or more. At a baseline noise level of 80 dBA or above, any increase over the
baseline noise exposure is considered to be substantial and excessive for the purposes of this analysis,
and is therefore significant.

For uses that are not sensitive to noise, the determination whether the noise exposure is excessive or
the increase in noise is substantial is based on a combination of the criteria employed by the Prior EIR
and the Office of Noise Control guidelines for office buildings, playgrounds, and neighborhood parks. As
the combined noise levels (baseline plus project) do not exceed the 70 dBA standard at commercial
roadway segments, an increase in the combined noise level of 5.0 dBA or more is significant, and an
increase of less than 5.0 dBA is not significant.

Paragraph (b) combines three paragraphs of Appendix G.

The City adopted CEQA Thresholds of Significance in September 1999. A project’s effect will normally be
considered potentially significant if it will (1) be inconsistent with the policies and standards adopted in the
General Plan Noise Element, or (2) expose people residing or working in to project area to excessive noise
levels.
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The results of both methodologies are presented in Table IV.1-4 on page IV.I-20 of the Revised EIR. Based
on both of these methodologies, the proposed project would not cause any significant noise impacts
along the study area roadway segments.

These two methodologies were also used to determine whether cumulative development would cause
significant cumulative noise impacts. The results of both methodologies are presented in Table IV.I-6 on
page IV.I-25 for the Listed Projects & Walmart, and Table IV.I-9 on page IV.I-32 for General Plan
Buildout. Under the Listed Projects & Walmart scenario, significant cumulative impacts were identified
at eight roadway segments: (1) Tucker Road north of Tehachapi Blvd., (2) Tucker Road north of Conway
Avenue, (3) Tucker Road south of Valley Blvd., (4) Red Apple Avenue west of Tucker Road, (5) Valley
Blvd. east of Sierra Vista Drive, (6) Valley Blvd. west of Mountain View Avenue, (7) Valley Blvd. west of
Curry Street, and (8) Curry Street south of Valley Blvd. Because significant cumulative noise impacts
were identified for the Listed Projects & Walmart scenario, the Revised EIR was required to determine if
the contribution of the proposed project to the cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable.

As discussed on page IV.I-27 of the Revised EIR, “cumulatively considerable,” as defined in the CEQA
Guidelines, “means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.” The issue addressed on pages IV.I-27 through IV.I-32 of the Revised EIR is
whether any amount of additional noise at a significant cumulative impact location can be less than
cumulatively considerable.

This may be where the commenter is misunderstanding or misrepresenting the City’s analysis since a
different threshold is used to determine whether the contribution of the proposed project to a
significant cumulative noise impact is cumulatively considerable. The FTA criteria provide assistance in
answering this question.

As discussed on page IV.I-27 of the Revised EIR, Table IV.I-7 is the relevant portion of Table 3-1 in the
FTA manual. This table addresses the sound output of an additional source that, when combined with
the existing level, will not exceed the FTA’s No Impact classification. To assist the analysis of whether the
project’s effect is cumulatively considerable with respect to significantly impacted residential roadways,
the City considered whether the noise caused by the proposed project, when added to the combined
noise level produced by the baseline plus other cumulative projects, would result in No Impact under
the FTA criteria. If it would, then the additional traffic noise generated by the project would cause no
incremental impact on persons residing along the residential roadway. The project would effectively add
nothing to the cumulative impact.* This provides an objective standard by which to measure the extent
to which the proposed project’s incremental contribution to a significant cumulative effect is
cumulatively considerable.

By using the FTA Table 3-1 methodology, the Revised EIR has used a different and defensible set of
thresholds to determine whether the contribution of the proposed project to a significant cumulative
noise impact is cumulatively considerable.

Comment No. 4-14

It is important to note that two sound levels expressed in decibels cannot be directly added together; they must
be converted into their respective acoustic energies, and the energies must be added together and then
converted back into decibels. 72 dBA plus 72 dBA equals 75 dBA. 72 dBA plus 66 dBA equals 73 dBA.
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7. Inconsistency with FTA Technical Basis

The RDEIR purports the use information from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment manual as the technical basis for the determining the significance of relative noise level
increases. The RDEIR states “At a baseline noise level of 80 dBA or above, any increase over the baseline
noise exposure is considered to be substantial and excessive for the purposes of this analysis, and is
therefore significant.” RDEIR p. IV.I-17. However, Table 3-3 of the FTA Impact Assessment manual clearly
indicates that if the existing noise exposure is 75 Ldn (taken to be equivalent to CNEL). then no increase
is allowed. The RDEIR itself acknowledges that noise levels above 75 dB Ldn or CNEL is "clearly
unacceptable" for all residential uses, transient lodging, and even outdoor land uses such as
playgrounds, parks. RDEIR, p. IV.I-11.

Response to Comment No. 4-14

The commenter is misinterpreting the allowable noise exposure increase identified in Table 3-3 of the
FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment manual. It is important to note that the noise impact
criteria identified in Table 3-3 are based upon the allowable noise exposure increases from Figure 3-2 of
the FTA manual, which was provided as Figure IV.I-2 of the Revised EIR. Figure IV.I-2 clearly shows that
some noise exposure increase from 75 to 80 dBA Ly, would result in no impact.

Table 3-3 from the FTA manual is provided below. It is important to note that the noise levels in this
table are rounded to the nearest whole number. In the case of locations where the existing noise
exposure is 75 dBA Lg,, a project-related noise exposure of 65 dBA is allowed. This does not mean that
the increase must not exceed 0.0 dBA; it means that the increase would be closer to 0.0 than 1.0. As
discussed in the Revised EIR, no increase is allowed beyond 80 dBA. This is consistent with the FTA's
Figure 3-2.

FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis Table 3-3
Noise Impact Criteria: Effect on Cumulative Noise Exposure

Lan OF Leg in dBA (rounded to nearest whole decibel)
Exiting Noise Allowable Project Allowable Combined Allowable Noise
Exposure Noise Exposure Total Noise Exposure Exposure Increase
45 51 52 7
50 53 55 5
55 55 58 3
60 57 62 2
65 60 66 1
70 64 71 1
75 65 75 0
Table Source: United States Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration Office of Planning and
Environment, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
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Comment No. 4-15
8. Data Sources

Please provide the spreadsheets included in Appendix M in electronic format by emailing them to
Jfarrow@mrwolfeassociates.com. This request is made pursuant to both CEQA and the California Public
Records Act.

Response to Comment No. 4-15

Appendix M provides the printouts of the spreadsheets that were used to calculate the existing and
future roadway and roadway+railroad noise levels along the study area roadway segments. The
printouts were provided to the City of Tehachapi as part of the appendix and, as such, are part of the
administrative record for this project. However, the spreadsheets (models) themselves were developed
by the noise consultant on its own time. The City paid for the noise consultant to run the spreadsheets
(models), but did not pay for the development of spreadsheets specifically for this project. The
spreadsheets are owned by the noise consultant and were not submitted to the City and are not part of
the record. Whether a consultant purchases a model (or license to run a model) or develops its own
model, that consultant is not required to give up their property at the request of an outside entity.
Therefore, the spreadsheets used to calculate roadway noise levels for this project will not be provided
to the commenter.

The Federal Transit Administration Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet (version 7/3/2007) that was
used to calculate railway noise for this Revised Final EIR is available for free from the FTA website. All of
the modeling assumptions are listed in the spreadsheet printouts included in Appendix M to the Final
Revised EIR and the EIR consultant did not make any modifications to the spreadsheet model. The
commenter is welcome to download the Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet from the FTA website
(www.fta.dot.gov/documents/ Noise_Impact_Assessment_Spreadsheet.xls) and use it to confirm the
Final Revised EIR calculations.

Comment No. 4-16

D. Analysis of Potential Water Supply Impacts
1. The Baseline is oudated

The RDEIR uses a five-year average of the period 2003-2007 to determine baseline water use for the
City of Tehachapi, the Tehachapi Basin, and the Greater Tehachapi Area ("GTA"), RDEIR, p. IV.L:21,
However, six years have passed since the end of this baseline period and the release of the RDEIR, We
are concerned that the use of the outdated baseline understates the actual cumulative water demand.
For example, Figure IV.L-4 shows that the five year average water demand for the period ending in 2010
is 7.1% higher than the five year average demand for the period ended in 2007: 2,121 afy for the period
ending in 2010 VS. 1,981 afy. for the period ending in 2007. RDEIR. p. IV.L-:21. And the average is
trending even higher, since actual pumping for 2012 was 2,206 af. RDEIR, p. IV.L-9.

The RDEIR purports to justify this outdated baseline by referencing lithe Guideline's admonition that
fluctuations during the period of environmental review should neither depress nor elevate the
baseline...." Id., p. IV.L-20.

* Please identify the "Guideline's admonition" that is referenced by the RDEIR.
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We are unable to reconstruct the 2007 baseline water use for the City of Tehachapi set out in the
RDEIR Figure IV.L-4 from the data provided in the RDEIR. The source for this data is identified as
"EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013." Please provide this source document. In addition please identify
and provide the source of each data point for annual City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand in
Figure IV.L-4.

* Please identify the annual historical water demand for the City of Tehachapi for each year from
2008-2013 and provide the source: document for that figure. If data are not available for each
year, please provide the data that are available. Please explain whether these data include the
same demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and unmetered; imported
water sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure IV.L-4. If not,
please explain which demand sources are not included.

* Please identify the annual historical water demand for the Tehachapi Basin for each year from
2008-2013 and provide the source document(s) for these demand data. If data are not available
for each year, please provide the data that are available. Please explain whether these data
include the same demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and
unmetered; imported water sales; conjunctive use water sates: wheeled water) as are reflected
in Figure IV.L-4. If not, please explain which demand sources are not included.

* Please identify the annual historical water demand for the GTA for each year from 2008-2013
and provide the source document for that figure. If data are not available for each year, please
provide the data that are available. Please explain whether these data include the same demand
sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and unmetered; imported water sales;
conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure IV.L-4. If not, please
explain which demand sources are not included.

* Please explain why the use of a 5-year average would not have adequately addressed any
"fluctuations" in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in City of Tehachapi, water
demand.

* Please explain why the use of a 5-year average would not have adequately addressed any
“fluctuations” in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in Tehachapi Basin water demand.

* Please explain why the use of a 5-year average would not have adequately addressed any
"fluctuations" in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in the GTA's water demand.

Response to Comment No. 4-16

Paragraph:

“We are unable to reconstruct the 2007 baseline water use for the City of Tehachapi set out in the
RDEIR Figure IV.L-4 from the data provided in the RDEIR. The source for this data is identified as
"EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013." Please provide this source document. In addition please
identify and provide the source of each data point for annual City of Tehachapi Historical Water
Demand in Figure IV.L-4.”
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Bullet paragraph:

* ‘“Please identify the annual historical water demand for the City of Tehachapi for each year
from 2008-2013 and provide the source: document for that figure. If data are not available for
each year, please provide the data that are available. Please explain whether these data
include the same demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and
unmetered; imported water sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are
reflected in Figure IV.L-4. If not, please explain which demand sources are not included.”

The comment confuses the source of the data with the source of the graph. The source of the water
consumption data is identified in footnote 13 of the Revised EIR, immediately following the heading,
“Historical Supply & Demand”: i.e., Tables 2-16 and 4-12 of the 2010 RUWMP. The data is reproduced in
tabular form in Table IV.L-2 on page IV.L-9 of the Revised EIR, and in graphical form in Figure IV.L-2 on
the same page. The source document is Appendix N to the Revised EIR. Table 2-16 covers years 2005
through 2010, while Table 4-12 covers years 2000 through 2010. The same data points are set forth in
blue in Figure IV.L-4. The numbers in green in Figure IV.L-4 are, as the legend indicates, the City’s five-
year rolling average consumption determined from the water consumption data points. The first five-
year period commences with the year 2000, the second with the year 2001, and so on. “Average” refers
to the arithmetic mean. Hence, the baseline is equal to the sum of the City’s water consumption for
years 2003 through 2007, inclusive, divided by 5. That is: This paragraph requests information but

1,787 41,046 41,8354 2,070+ 2,266
5

does not comment on the Revised EIR. Although CEQA may not require a response, the following
information is provided.

=1,681

For years 2008 through 2010, the pertinent demand data appears in Table IV.L-2 of the Revised EIR and
Table 2-16 of the 2010 RUWMP. Additional detail showing where the water came from to satisfy the
demand is in Table IV.L-3 of the Revised EIR. Table IV.L-2, extended to incorporate years 2011 and 2012,°
is set forth below in both tabular and graphical formats:

Table 1V.L-2 Extended: City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand

Table IVI.L-2 Extended
City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand

2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
1,67111,6571,83311,787(1,9461,835]|2,070 2,266 2,178 | 2,132 1,958 | 2,000 | 2,206

Source: 2010 RUWMP Tables 2-16 & 4-12; City of Tehachapi Groundwater Production Report December
2012; Tehachapi Basin Watermaster Reports for Years 2009-2012

® The demand for the year 2012 is also provided in the Revised EIR at Table IV.L-4.

Tehachapi Walmart II. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 11-30



City of Tehachapi November 2013

The City’s forecast of the demand for 2013 is 2,122 acre-feet. (Revised EIR, page IV.L-10.) As of
September 30, 2013, the City had actually extracted 1,657 acre-feet. To satisfy the remaining demand,
the City has available the remainder of its Allowed Pumping Allocation for the current year, 300 acre-

Fig. IV.L-4 Extended: City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand and Rolling 5-
Year Average
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feet of Allowed Pumping Allocation leased from Golden Hills CSD, and 22 acre-feet carried over from
2011, and thus should not require any supplemental SWP water this year in order to satisfy 100% of
demand. (City of Tehachapi Monthly Production Report for September 2013 (Oct. 3, 2013).)

Although the request ostensibly asks for the “annual historical water demand,” it also asks the City to
explain whether these data include the same demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater ...; imported
water sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure IV.L-4.” Demand is
the total amount of water the City was asked to provide to customers; it also includes losses within the
City’s own distribution system, currently estimated at 7.55%, incurred in satisfying that demand.
Demand does not include SWP water purchased by the City for the purpose of water banking rather
than for current use.

For the years in question, the City interprets the request as seeking both annual demand and the
sources from or means by which the demand was satisfied. This information is provided in Table IV.L-3
of the Revised EIR for the years 2008 through 2010, and in Table IV.L-4 for the year 2012. In the year
2011, the City used its Allowed Pumping Allocation of 1,822 afy plus 178 acre-feet of an Allowed
Pumping Allocation leased from Golden Hills CSD to satisfy demand. (Report of Tehachapi-Cummings
County Water District as Watermaster for Calendar Year 2011 (April 2012), Figure 3 & Table 3.)

During the years 2008 through 2012, the City used the same sources of supply as in previous years. As
explained in more detail in the Revised EIR, all of the water that the City uses to satisfy demand is
extracted from the Tehachapi Basin in the following order: (1) the City’s Allowed Pumping Allocation of
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native groundwater; (2) third parties’ Allowed Pumping Allocations of native groundwater temporarily
transferred (leased) to the City; (3) the City’s unexercised rights to extract native groundwater carried
forward from prior years; and (4) SWP water purchased from the District and recharged in the
Tehachapi Basin in lieu of direct delivery (conjunctive use).

Bullet Paragraph:

* ‘“Please identify the annual historical water demand for the Tehachapi Basin for each year
from 2008-2013 and provide the source document(s) for these demand data. If data are not
available for each year, please provide the data that are available. Please explain whether
these data include the same demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered
and unmetered; imported water sales; conjunctive use water sates: wheeled water) as are
reflected in Figure IV,L-4. If not, please explain which demand sources are not included.”

Once again, this paragraph requests information but does not comment on the Revised EIR. Although
CEQA may not require a response, the following information is provided.

Here too, it is not clear whether the request seeks demand data, supply data, or both demand and
supply data for the years in question. Table IV.L-1 of the Revised EIR tabulates extractions of native
groundwater from the Tehachapi Basin for years 2002 through 2008. The source of the information is
IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Tables 4-1 & 4-4, cited in footnote 3 of the Revised EIR. Tables 4-1 and 4-4 of the
WSA also provide the amounts of SWP water delivered to the Tehachapi Basin during the same years.
(The WSA is Appendix Q to the Revised EIR.) Extended through the year 2012, aggregate demand within
the Tehachapi Basin, and the manner in which that demand was satisfied, is set forth in tabular and
graphical form below. Once again, demand does not include SWP water purchased by the City or Golden
Hills CSD for the purpose of water banking rather than for current use. There are minor differences
between the temporally overlapping sources of data. The source of the data in each cell of the table is
identified below by color-coding. Data for the complete 2013 year is not available as of the date of
drafting this response.

Tehachapi Basin Historical Demand (afy)

Year 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Native Groundwater
M&I Metered 3,156| 4,546| 3,360
M&I Unmetered (est.) 239] 239 239
M&I Wheeled 0 0 74

Ag Metered 21 16 20

Ag Unmetered (est.) 136| 136

Ag Wheeled o] 827
Subtotal Native GW 4,315| 4,648 4,632 5,127| 4,569
SWP Water

Ma&I Direct Delivery

M&I Conjunctive Use

Ag Direct Delivery
Subtotal SWP
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Year 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Total 5,062| 7,057 6,021 5,379| 5,678| 6,588| 6,212 5,321 5,086| 4,870| 5,225
Rolling 5-Yr Avg. 5,839| 6,145| 5,976( 5,836| 5,777| 5,615| 5,343

Legend for Tehachapi Basin Demand Table

Source: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Tables 4-1 & 4-4

Sources: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Tables 4-1 & 4-4; 2010
RUWMP Table 2-15

Sources: Tehachapi Basin Watermaster Reports for
2011 & 2012

Sources: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Tables 4-1 & 4-4; 2012
Tehachapi Basin Watermaster Report, Fig. 5

Source: TCCWD Ad Hoc Water Rates Committee
Report (Feb. 2013); Tehachapi Basin Watermaster
Reports for 2009-2012

Source: 2010 RUWMP Table 2-16; Tehachapi Basin
Watermaster Reports for 2008-2012

Tehachapi Basin Demand
7500

7200
6900
6600
6300
6000
5700
5400

51005 062

4800

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
=O=Total Basin Demand (afy) Rolling 5-Yr. Average

The 2011 and 2012 Tehachapi Basin watermaster reports and a report by the District’s Ad Hoc Water
Committee in February 2013 are currently available for viewing or downloading on the District’s website
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(www.tccwd.com). Among other things, the Ad Hoc Water Committee’s report provides data for
“Tehachapi Basin Recharge.” The numbers shown are not conjunctive use numbers. For example, the
report lists “Tehachapi Basin Recharge” during 2011 as 2,341 acre-feet. Figure 6 of the 2011 Tehachapi
Basin watermaster report indicates that the District contributed 2,435 acre-feet of SWP water to storage
for the District’s account, less 121 acre-feet in estimated spreading losses. The District also credited its
account with 26 acre-feet in return flows, making a total of 2,340 acre-feet of water added to the Basin,
none of which was conjunctive use water. The reports also show that the District satisfies its obligations
in the Basin with a combination of new and previously-stored SWP water, presumably as a matter of
convenience and cost efficiency. Nevertheless, the District’s banked supply in the Tehachapi Basin has
been steadily growing in recent years: 4,406 acre-feet in 2008, 4,813 acre-feet in 2009, 5,270 acre-feet
in 2010, 7,445 acre-feet in 2011, and 7,709 acre-feet in 2012—an average annual rate over the five-year
period of 11.84%. (Figure 6 of each watermaster report.)

Bulleted paragraph:

* “Please identify the annual historical water demand for the GTA for each year from 2008-2013
and provide the source document for that figure. If data are not available for each year, please
provide the data that are available. Please explain whether these data include the same
demand sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and unmetered; imported
water sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure IV.L-4. If
not, please explain which demand sources are not included.”

This paragraph too requests information without commenting on the Revised EIR. Although CEQA may
not require a response, the following information is provided.

As with the previous requests, the City interprets this request as seeking both annual demand and the
sources from or means by which the demand was satisfied. The information is provided in both tabular
and graphical form below. There are minor differences between overlapping sources of data. The source
of the data in each cell of the table is identified below by color-coding. Data for the complete 2013 year
is not available as of the date of drafting this response.

Greater Tehachapi Region Historical Demand (afy)

Year|] 2002 2003| 2004/ 2005 2006/ 2007 2008 2009 2010, 2011 2012

TEHACHAPI BASIN 5,062 7,057 6,021 5,379 5,678 6,588| 6,212 5,321 5,086 4,870 5,225
DEMAND

CUMMINGS BASIN
DEMAND

Native Groundwater

M&I Metered 679 679 703 731 739 743

M&I Unmetered 114 114 172 172 172 172
(est.)

Ag Metered 3,496 2,728 2,874 2,604| 2,848| 2,673

Ag Unmetered (est.) 120 140 140 140 141 141
Unspeciated
Subtotal Native GW 4,409| 3,661 3,889 3,647 3,900 3,729 3,958| 4,406| 3,650
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Year[ 2002| 2003| 2004/ 2005| 2006 2007 2008 2009| 2010( 2011 2012

SWP Water

M&I Direct Delivery 720 445 351 222 200 245 254

M&I Conjunctive Use 862 682 854 0 48 84 6 080 0 968

Ag Direct Delivery 3,444 3,944| 4,251 3,742| 3,610| 3,861 2,985 4 876 69
Subtotal SWP 5,026 5,071| 5,456 5,469| 5,295| 5,949 4,606| 2,910 2,852| 2,145| 4,271
Cummings Basin Total| 9,435 8,732| 9,345 9,116 9,195 9,678| 8,564 7,316 6,502 5,020( 7,152
BRITE BASIN DEMAND
Native Groundwater

M&I Metered 50 39 39 39 39 39 39 49 49

M&I Unmetered 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 62 61
(est.)

Ag Metered 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ag Unmetered (est.) 226 226 226 226 229 229 229 235 235
Subtotal Native GW 336 325 325 325 328 328 328 346 345 345 345
SWP Water

Ma& Direct Delivery 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ag Direct Delivery 16 11 11 12 10 13 11
Subtotal SWP 16 11 11 12 10 13 11 7 5 6 7
Brite Basin Total 352 336 336 337 338 341 339 353 350 351 352
BEAR VALLEY BASIN
Native Groundwater 602 549 629 506 528 491 529 631 509
GTA TOTAL 15,451| 16,674| 16,331| 15,338| 15,739| 17,098| 15,644| 13,621| 12,447| 10,841 13,329
Rolling 5-Yr. Average 15,907| 16,236| 16,030| 15,488| 14,910 13,930| 13,176

Legend for GTA Demand Table

Source: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Tables 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-6 & 4-7

Source: 2012 Cummings Basin Watermaster Report, Table 3

Source: TCCWD Ad Hoc Water Rates Committee Report (Feb. 2013)

Sources: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA Table 4-2 (2005-2008); 2012 Cummings Basin Watermaster Report, Table

5 (2005-2012)

Source: 2012 Cummings Basin Watermaster Report, Table 5
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Legend for GTA Demand Table

Sources: 2010 RUWMP Table 2-15; IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA, Tables 4-3 & 4-6

Source: 2010 RUWMP, Table 2-15

Source: Carry forward data from 2010 RUWMP Table 2-15, Yr. 2010

Source: Estimate from 2010 RUWMP Table 2-13

The District does not prepare an annual report for the Brite Basin, and groundwater pumping in the
Brite Basin for agricultural purposes is not metered. The 2010 RUWMP estimated that native
groundwater extractions in the basin were equal to 49 afy and 61 afy for M&I purposes, metered and
unmetered, respectively, and 235 afy for agricultural purposes in the year 2010. The table uses those
figures for the years 2011 and 2012. In any event, the amount is not material. Native groundwater
extractions from the Bear Valley Basin for the years 2011 and 2012 are estimates taken from Table 2-13
of the 2010 RUWMP, which predicts that Bear Valley CSD will pump the basin’s entire safe yield of 600
afy annually.

Comment:
The selected baseline does not underestimate the cumulative demand.

The comment does not question the appropriateness of using a five-year average as the baseline for
environmental analysis, but suggests that the baseline period selected—2003 through 2007—is
outdated and understates the “actual” cumulative water demand.

The suggestion is incorrect.

The City’s choice of its baseline is conservative. Use of a five-year average for basin-wide or regional
consumption commencing after 2007 risks understating the effect of cumulative demand. Regional
water usage declined between 2007 and 2011, and remains far below peak levels; the same is true with
respect to the Tehachapi Basin. It is apparent from the graphs of historical water consumption data for
the City of Tehachapi, the Tehachapi Basin, and the GTA in general, that demand for water does indeed
fluctuate over time. Selecting the 2003—2007 period preceding the Great Recession avoids using what
may be only a temporary decline based primarily on the state of the economy as the definition of
existing conditions.

Hypothetically, if the City were to use an average based on 2008-2012° for the environmental baseline,
projects would have to be removed from the cumulative list (Table IV.L-7) or scaled back in order to
avoid double-counting and thereby overestimating the City’s demand for water. Homes that have 71 of
the 76 active connections in Tract number 6062 were built between 2003 and 2007, and three
additional homes were completed in 2008. The City acquired a vacant lot in Tract No. 6062 for municipal
purposes in 2009, thereby removing it from inventory. The 60 homes that have active connections in
Tract No. 6216 were completed in 2007. Tehachapi Junction was also completed in 2007, and the
Marriott Fairfield Inn and Suites in 2009.” The actual consumption by these homes and businesses

®  When this response was written, data was not available for 2013 for the full year, but the City’s consumption

was expected to be less, not more, than its consumption in 2012.

The construction and completion dates are based on information provided by the City and by the property
search function located on the Kern County Assessor-Recorder’s website (www.recorder.co.kern.ca.us/
propertysearch/index.php). The Revised EIR incorrectly states that the Marriott was approved, built, and
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should not be tacked onto a baseline commencing in 2008 or later, because that would result in double-
counting and overstating cumulative demand. Using Table IV.L-7, the estimated consumption by listed
projects located within the City would be reduced by 61 afy (see the table below), while the City’s
baseline water consumption would increase by 114 afy, for a net increase of just 53 afy.

Table IV.L-7
Revised for 2008-2012 Baseline
DREIR | Table
Table | IV.L-7
No. IV.L-7 [Revision
Project Land Use Units Units | (AFY) | s (AFY) Notes
Subtract 74 units completed
before 2009, 1 unimproved
Tract Map No. 6062 SFH Dwelling Units 45 42 15|lot transferred to the City, &
5 lots included in error in
original estimate
Subtract 60 unit leted
Tract Map No. 6216 (Alta)  [SFH Dwelling Units| ~ 324] 129 1o9in”20'r(;°‘7c units complete
Tent. Tract Map No. 6497  [SFH Dwelling Units 60 20 20|Dormant
M in 2007
Tract Map No. 6507 Condo Dwelling Units| 96 16 16| 1P recorded in 2007, but
no construction
. . Down from 95 units;
Tent. Tract Map No. 6554  [SFH Dwelling Units 84 28 28
dormant
Tent. Tract Map No. 6714  [SFH Dwelling Units 75 25 25[Dormant
Tehachapi Hospital Hospital Beds 25| 4 4
Mill Street Retail Center Retail 1,000 SF 37 9 9
. . Occupied; completed in
M?rrlott Fairfield Inn & Hotel Rooms 83 8 0[2009; water usage omitted
Suites . .
to avoid double counting
Global Premier . Occupied; completed in
Development Apts. Apt. Units 81 14 14 h011
Aspen Street Architects Med. Ofc. 1,000 SF 66 15 15
Occupied; completed in
Tehachapi Junction Retail 1,000 SF 22| 5 0[2007; water usage omitted
to avoid double counting
[Tehachapi Marketplace Retail 1,000 SF 159 39 39
. . Approved; building permit
’Reilly Auto Part Retail 1,000 SF 7 1
OReilly Auto Parts etal ' pulled in 2012
Tehachapi Inn Hotel Rooms 72 7 7

occupied after 2009 (Revised EIR, p. IV.L-27, first full ), and is being amended to correct this minor error.
Consistent with the statement in the Revised EIR, the 81-unit Global Development apartment project was
completed in 2011. (Source: the City of Tehachapi.) The Revised EIR incorrectly states the percentage of homes
built and occupied in Tract no. 6062 by 2009 as 50%. 62% is the correct figure.
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Table IV.L-7
Revised for 2008-2012 Baseline

DREIR Table

Table IV.L-7
No. IV.L-7 |[Revision

Project Land Use Units Units | (AFY) | s (AFY) Notes
Dollar General Retail Retail 1,000 SF 21 2 Approved; building permit
pulled in 2013
Four Seasons Retail Center |Retail 1,000 SF 16 4 4
IAdministration Building Govt. 1,000 SF 7 1 1
Support Building Govt. 1,000 SF 9 1 1
Total inside City (Excludes 371 310
Walmart):

Increase over Table IV.L-7; -61.0,

At the same time, the Tehachapi Basin’s aggregate baseline demand for water would be reduced by 802
afy (5,343 afy, down from 6,145 afy), and the regional baseline demand would be reduced by 3,060 afy
(= 13,176 afy — 16,236 afy).2 Similarly, the regional 2003-2007 average demand for SWP water delivered
to customers, and the District’s imports of SWP water, are the highest consecutive five-year average
between 2002-2006 and 2008-2012. Use of a 2008-2012 baseline would substantially lower both

quantities.

Historical Regional SWP Deliveries to Customers & Rolling 5-Year Average

Year] 2002 2003 2004/ 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009| 2010 2011 2012
SWP Water Delivered | 6,552 6,375| 7,100 6,545 6,335 7,918 5,702 3,669| 3,691 2,605| 5,180
(acre-ft)
Rolling 5-Yr. Average 6.581| 6,855/ 6,720 6,034| 5,463| 4,717| 4,169

Source: See preceding tables for Tehachapi Basin and GTA demand.

The 2003—-2007 baseline demand is given by the Revised EIR as 6,130 afy for the Tehachapi Basin and 16,222

afy for the GTA. The calculation in the Revised EIR was based on Tables 4-1, 4-4, and 4-8 of IRM GTASCP Rev.
WSA. (RDEIR, p. IV.L-21 & fn. 25 and 26.) The slightly higher numbers herein are due to incorporation of other
sources for M&I conjunctive use figures for the Tehachapi Basin for 2005, 2006, and 2007.
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Historical Regional SWP Deliveries to Customers & Rolling 5-Year

9000 Average
8000 7,918
7000 7,100 6581/ oo\ 6,720
| =y
6,352 6,375 oA 6/335
6000
5,702
5000 4,717 5,180
4,169
4000
3,669.-3,691
3000
27605
2000
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
SWP Water Delivered (acre-ft) =O=Rolling 5-Yr. Average
TCCWND'’s Historical importation of SWP Water & Rolling 5-Year Average
Year| 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
SWP Imports (acre-ft) | 7,553 7,429 7,886| 6,443| 6,424 7,868| 6,304 5,856 6,166 6,004 6,890
Rolling 5-Yr. Average 7,147\ 7,210 6,985/ 6,579 6,524, 6,440 6,244
Source: IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA, Table 2-2 & TCCWD Ad Hoc Water Rates Committee Report (Feb. 2013)
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TCCWD’s Historical Importation of SWP Water & Rolling 5-Yr Average
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By using 2003—-2007 to define the environmental baseline, the City avoided the need to pare down the
list of projects and used the highest available average for overall consumption by both the Tehachapi
Basin and the GTA. In addition, an average based on years 2003 through 2007 is consistent with the
approach that the District, the City, and the three CSDs used to compute baseline daily per capita urban
water use under The Water Conservation Act of 2009, and includes the year in which the notice of
preparation was circulated for the project. (Revised EIR, pp. IV.L-19 & -21).

Thus, the City reaffirms the statement in the Revised EIR (at page IV.L-20 that it is appropriate to
disregard the water consumption figures for 2008 to the present in determining baseline conditions. The
preface to that statement in the Revised EIR, “Mindful of the Guideline’s admonition that fluctuations
during the period of environmental analysis should neither depress nor elevate the baseline,” was
attributed to the Guidelines in error. The correct attribution is to the California Supreme Court’s opinion
in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th
310, at p. 328. As summarized by the Court of Appeal in Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of
Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, at p. 336: “Environmental conditions may also change during the
period of environmental review, and temporary lulls or spikes in operations that happen to occur during
the period of review should not depress or elevate the baseline.”
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Comment No. 4-17
2. Demand from post-2007 projects that are not included in the 2009 list of projects is omitted

The RDEIR reports that the list of projects used to prepare the cumulative impact analysis was
prepared in 2009. RDEIR, p. IV.L-27. As noted, the RDEIR baseline was based on the 5-year period ending
in 2007. Accordingly, it appears that demand from projects that may have begun using water after
2007 but before the list of projects was compiled may be omitted from cumulative demand projections
based on the list of projects. The difference may be material.

* Please update the cumulative analysis that is based on the list of projects to ensure that
demand from projects that may have begun using water after 2007 but before the list of
projects was compiled is included. The update should identify those projects and add their
projected demand to the baseline demand (i.e., the demand for the 5 year period ending in
2007). Alternatively, the update should use more current baseline data.

Response to Comment No. 4-17

The comment expresses concern that demand from projects which began using water after 2007, but
before the list of projects was compiled in 2009,° may have been omitted from the cumulative analysis.
It suggests that the use of a baseline ending sometime after 2007 might be more inclusive. However, the
fact that the list was assembled during 2009 does not imply that the list excluded related projects
completed before 2009. The same sentence in the first full paragraph on page IV.L-27 of the RDEIR,
which states that the list was prepared in 2009, explains that some projects on the list were completed
before its creation. The list includes 134 homes constructed in Tracts Nos. 6062 and 6216 before 2009
(only three of which were built as recently as 2008), plus the Tehachapi Junction shopping center
completed in 2007. (Construction and completion dates are based on information provided by the City
and the property search function on the Kern County Assessor-Recorder’s website.) The City did not
impose a temporal restriction on its search through time, to the exclusion of the past and present: there
is no temporal gap in the cumulative analysis. As the response to comment no. 4-16 demonstrates, the
use as a baseline of a five-year average ending after 2007 would not result in materially greater
cumulative water consumption by the City, the Tehachapi Basin, or the GTA as a whole. The concern
expressed by the comment is unfounded.

Prelude to Responses and Comments Nos. 4-18 through 4-20

Comments Nos. 4-18 through 4-20 challenge the adequacy of the demand projections contained in the
2010 RUWMP (Appendix N to the Revised EIR). The comments present three different ways of arguing
that the projections are too low, and therefore flawed, and that the City should modify them.
Comments 4-18 and 4-19 urge the City to graft the City’s cumulative analysis based on a list of projects
onto the RUWMP’s projections to get more “realistic’ numbers. Comment 4-20 challenges the City’s
view that actual Citywide demand will ultimately (i.e., by buildout in 2040) match the projected demand
on substantial evidence grounds. The City provides an individual response to each comment, but takes
the space here to address issues that the comments appear to have in common.

The comment identifies all 21 listed projects as “near term,” which is erroneous. See the discussion in the City’s
response to comment no. 4-18.
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Overview

The 2010 RUWMP’s projections were utilized as one way of determining whether the Proposed Project’s
cumulative impacts on local and regional water supplies (including native groundwater supplies),
groundwater recharge, and the need for new or expanded water supply facilities would be significant.
The RUWMP estimated future consumption for M&I use based on urban population growth in the City
and the three CSDs, and on estimates of the gallons of M&I water that would be consumed per capita
per day. (2010 RUWMP, p. 52.) The City’s interest in the projections lies primarily in the impacts at
regional buildout in the year 2040, because that provides the longest temporal view available.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 Does Not Require the City to Use a Hybrid Analysis

An adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts requires either (A) “A list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts,” or (B) “A summary of projections
contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes
or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b)(1).)* These
are two different modes of glimpsing the future. The list of projects mode assumes that specific
development will take place over time; the plan projections mode assumes that growth will occur at
predictable rates. Comments 4-18 and 4-19 would require the City to create a hybrid of these two
separate modes of analysis by grafting the hypothetical population increase that would result from
completion of the listed projects onto the City’s actual, measured population in 2010, or by substituting
a more “realistic” baseline demand, increased by the demand estimated for the listed projects. The
Guideline does not require the City to do this in order to comply with CEQA, and there are good reasons
for not doing it that are set forth below and in the City’s individual response to each comment.

The Actual Consumption for 2010 Is Not the RUWMP’s Basis for Projections of M&I Demand

One of the consistent errors made in the comments is the assumption that the RUWMP used the City’s
water consumption in 2010 as the “baseline” for its demand projections. Not so. For urban M&I demand,
the RUWMP’s projections are based on each urban purveyor’s projected future population, using its
actual 2010 population as the base and applying a growth factor tailored to the particular purveyor—2
percent per annum for the City—and also on assumptions concerning the number of gallons per capita
per day that the future population of each urban purveyor will consume. (2010 RUWMP, p. 52.) The
projections assume that the members of the regional alliance will meet the conservation goals imposed
by The Water Conservation Act of 2009, discussed in some detail in the Revised EIR.

The comments are primarily concerned with the projections concerning the City. The City’s population in
2010 was higher than in any preceding year between 2000 and 2010. (2010 RUWMP, Table 4-12.)*

10 Although the cumulative analysis concludes that the Proposed Project’s cumulative impact is less than

significant, it follows the Guideline’s standards for analysis of a significant impact out of an abundance of
caution. The commenter does not appear to disagree with the City’s choice.

Although the comment’s focus is on the City, the same is true for two-thirds of the other urban members of the
alliance. (2010 RUWMP, Tables 3-10 & 6-9.) The exception is Golden Hills CSD. Its population in 2010 was
8,656, whereas its highest population between 2000 and 2010 was 8,880 in 2008. (2010 RUWMP, Table 5-12.)
The difference of 224 is immaterial. If its base population for purposes of the RUWMP’s projections was 8,880,
and grew at the annual rate of 1.0% predicted for it (2010 RUWMP, Table 5-1), its population in the year 2040
would be 302 persons greater than the RUWMP predicts.

11

Tehachapi Walmart II. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 1l-42



City of Tehachapi November 2013

Using the City’s highest actual population—one that was verified by the U.S. Census—as the base for
calculation was conservative.

The RDEIR Did Not Adopt a Year 2010 Environmental Baseline for the Plan Projections Mode of
Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The comments assume that the City’s cumulative impacts analysis based on the RUWMP’s projections
shifts the environmental baseline to a single year: 2010. The comments confuse the environmental
baseline used for cumulative impacts analysis in the Revised EIR with the baseline population used by
the 2010 RUWMP to estimate future population and concomitant water consumption. The projections
use the City’s actual, measured population in 2010 as the stepping-off point for estimates of the City’s
future consumption in the milestone years of 2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, 2035, and 2040. The Revised EIR’s
environmental baseline remains unchanged. Thus, the projections show the reader that the City’s
baseline consumption of 1,981 afy without the Proposed Project, based on the City’s average
consumption between 2003 and 2007, will increase by about 1,000 afy by the year 2040, including the
Proposed Project. The questions posed and answered in the negative on both a citywide and regional
basis are: (1) will new or expanded water entitlements be necessary; (2) will new or expanded water
distribution facilities be necessary; (3) will there be a significant increase in the impact on native
groundwater supplies; and (4) will cumulative growth interfere significantly with groundwater recharge?

The comments’ erroneous assumption was apparently derived from a passage in the Revised EIR which
states that the 2010 RUWMP “uses actual data for its baseline year of 2010, and estimates water
demand and consumption on a regional, as well as basin-by-basin and urban purveyor-by-purveyor,
basis in five-year increments commencing with the year 2015.” “Baseline” was not used in that sentence
in the same sense as the environmental baseline. In order to eliminate confusion, the sentence will be
modified in the Final Revised EIR to read:

[The 2010 RUWMP] provides actual data for the year 2010, and estimates water
demand and consumption on a regional, as well as basin-by-basin and urban purveyor-
by-purveyor, basis in five-year increments commencing with the year 2015.

The Listed Projects Do Not Represent Near-Term Growth

The comments assume that all of the 21 listed projects represent “foreseeable near-term development
... already in the development pipeline ....” (Comment No. 4-18, italics added.) Neither the Revised EIR
nor the Prior EIR support this characterization of all of the listed projects. The Prior EIR expressly
assumed that the listed projects would “be developed and operational when the proposed project is
operational. This is the most conservative, worst-case approach, since it is likely that not all of the
related projects will either be approved or built, nor is it likely that all of these projects will be
operational when the proposed project is operational.” (Prior EIR, p. IlI-19, last ], italics added.) Thus,
the Prior EIR put the reader on notice that it was a convention, not a fact or a probability, that all of the
listed projects would be operational at about the same time that the Proposed Project became
operational. The Revised EIR does not supersede this discussion. The convention is appropriate for a
cumulative impacts analysis based on a list of related projects, because the cumulative impact of the
Proposed Project, if any, is the combined effect of the Proposed Project and all of the related projects.
Thus, under the CEQA Guidelines, “Cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355.)
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The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a
period of time.

(CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b).) This implies that there is a point in time when the individual effects of the
Proposed Project and the listed projects coincide, but does not imply when the coincidence occurs. The
point of coincidence depends on the facts.

Comment No. 4-18

3. Cumulative demand projection based on list of projects is inconsistent with most current,
accurate, and geographically inclusive regional projection

The RDEIR presents two separate analyses of cumulative impacts, one using on the list of projects
method (based on 21 near-term projects identified as of 2009) and one based-on the summary of plan
projections method (based on the 2010 RUWMP projections).

The RDEIR states that the 2010 RUWMP is the "most current, accurate, and geographically inclusive"
projection of regional demand. RDEIR, p. IV.L-30. However, in the list of projects cumulative analysis, the
RDEJR admits that ''the increase attributable to the listed projects is well within the 20 10 RUWMP's
build-out projections, but would exceed the City's projected water consumption in every milestone year
before 2030." Id., emphasis added. In other words, demand projected from existing development
together with foreseeable near-term development of a list of 21 projects already in the development
pipeline greatly exceeds the RUWMP's projections of demand in the milestone years 2015,2 020, and
2025.

Because 19 of the 21 listed projects are within the City of Tehachapi (RDEIR, p. IV.L-27), there should
be a close congruence between the City's projected water consumption in the 2010 RUWMP and in the
RDEIR's cumulative analysis based on the list of projects as of 2009. It is not relevant that "the increase
attributable to the listed projects is well within the 2010 RUWMP's build-out projections:" the increase
should be consistent with the RWWMP's projection for the City of Tehachapi where the vast majority of
the listed projects are located.

The inconsistency between the RDEIR's projection and the RUWMP's projections through 2030
indicates that the RUWMP has not accurately taken into account the actual growth in demand reflected
in the updated list of projects. This inconsistency calls into question the RDEIR's reliance on the RUWMP
in the cumulative analysis that is based on the RUWMP's plan projections.

* Please provide a restatement of the RUWMP demand projections taking into account the
updated list of 21 projects. Future demand projections should be forecast by applying the
RUWMP's percentage growth projections (e.g., 2% per annum for Tehachapi - RUWMP, p.
122) to a corrected baseline population that reflects occupancy of the updated list of
projects.

Response to Comment No. 4-18

The comment asserts that the Revised EIR’s projected cumulative demand based on a list of projects is
inconsistent with the 2010 RUWMP’s projections of the City’s demand for water through the year 2030.
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From this it concludes that “the RUWMP has not accurately taken into account the actual growth in
demand reflected in the updated list of projects.” Although not entirely clear, it appears that the
commenter is asking the City to revise the RUWMP’s projections by adding the population increase that
would result from the completion and sell-out of all of the listed projects to the RUWMP’s population
estimates for 2010, and then to apply the RUWMP’s projected growth rates to determine water
consumption for the milestone years 2015, 2020, and so on.

Thus, to the City’s 2010 population of 8,673—an actual count reported by the 2010 U.S. Census—the
comment would apparently add the hypothetical population increase implied by the approval,
construction, sale or lease, and occupancy of the 905 dwelling units authorized for Cumulative Projects
Number 1 through 6, along with Number 10 as listed in Table IV.L-7 of the Revised EIR. For planning
purposes, the City assumes a ratio of 2.7 persons per dwelling unit. Applying that ratio to the 905 real
and hypothetical dwelling units, the City’s real 2010 population of 8,673 would be increased by 2,444
hypothetical persons for a combined real and not real population of 11,117. The number would then be
increased by two percent per year, and the City’s projected water consumption extrapolated from there.
Over the 30 years covered by the projections, the City’s population would grow to 20,137 at a 2percent
per annum rate. In contrast, the RUWMP predicts that the City’s population in the year 2040 will be
15,710. (2010 RUWMP, Table 4-1.)

The City disagrees with the comment. The comment is speculative and would require the City to adopt a
hybrid mode of analysis that is not contemplated by section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. The
comment assumes a higher rate of future growth for the City than does the RUWMP (or for that matter,
the City’s General Plan update and the County of Kern’s Greater Tehachapi Area Specific and Community
Plan), and by doing so, would overstate the cumulative demand for water on the scale of the City, the
Tehachapi Basin, and the GTA.

The comment asserts that because 19 of the 21 listed projects are within the City limits, “there should
be a close congruence between the City’s projected water consumption in the 2010 RUWMP and in the
Revised EIR’s cumulative analysis based on the list of projects as of 2009.” However, the comment
makes the unwarranted and speculative assumption that all of the 19 listed projects within the City
limits represent “foreseeable near-term development ... already in the development pipeline ....” The
assumption is incorrect. Because the comment’s assumption is incorrect, so is its conclusion.

Some of the 21 listed projects were complete and operational, or partially so, before the initial list was
compiled. They included 74 lots in Tract No. 6062, 60 lots in Tract No. 6216, and Tehachapi Junction. The
Marriott Fairfield Inn and Suites was completed and became operational in the same year in which the
initial list was compiled. These projects are 16 precent of the total estimated consumption of the 19
projects within the City, and should already be included in the 1,958 acre-feet of water consumed by the
City in the year 2010. (See Response to Comment No. 4-16.)

Other projects were completed and became operational after the list was compiled but during the
period of environmental review. They included the Global Premier Development apartments and two
additional homes in Tract No. 6062. (See Revised EIR, p. IV.L-27 & the City’s response to Comment No. 4-
16.) Still others may become operational in the near term following the period of environmental review.
However, there are important projects on the list which will not be complete and operational in the near
term, and which, more importantly, require long-term growth before they will ripen. They consist
primarily of single-family residential projects, or uncompleted portions of those projects, representing
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58 percent (214 afy) of the total estimated consumption, per Table IV.L-7 of the Revised EIR, by the
listed projects within the City’s boundaries.™

Tract No. 6062

At buildout, as designed, Tract No. 6062 would have contained 120 upscale single family homes
constructed on individual lots.”® The Kern County Assessor’s records show that the first home in this
tract was completed in 2003; 70 more homes were completed between 2004 and 2007, three more in
2008, none in 2009, and two in 2010, for a total of 76 homes.** No homes have been started since 2010.
In addition, the City acquired one of the remaining lots for municipal purposes in 2009, thereby
removing it from the housing inventory. The remaining 43 lots are finished lots ready for construction
(see the aerial photo below), but remain vacant. Thus, the population and water consumption of the 76
finished and occupied homes should not be added to the RUWMP’s 2010 totals for the City, because
that would result in double-counting, and the hypothetical population of the 43 remaining vacant lots
should not be added to the City’s population for 2010, as the lots remain unoccupied three years later
and are not likely to be occupied in the near term.

Tract 6062 (2008 Aerial Photo, 6-inch resolution

Source: Kern County Online Mapping System
(www.maps.co.kern.ca.us

2 They represent an even higher percentage of the total consumption as revised in response to Comments Nos.

6-3 and 6-4.

The tract was designed for 120 single family homes, not the 125 listed in Table IV.L-7 of the Revised EIR.

The source of this information is the Property Search function on the Kern County Assessor-Recorder’s website,
http://recorder.co.kern.ca.us.
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Tract No. 6216

The final subdivision map for Tract No. 6216 was filed in 2006. As designed, the project would contain
384 single-family homes at buildout. 60 homes were completed, all in 2007, are occupied and are
consuming water, but no additional homes have been built in the seven years since 2007." The builder
defaulted on completion of the off-site improvements for the tract, and 359 lots were foreclosed upon
by the developer’s lender in 2009. (Trustee’s deed recorded in the Official Records in the office of the
Kern County Recorder as Document No. 209040565 on March 23, 2009.) The population and water
consumption of the finished and occupied homes should not be added to the RUWMP’s 2010 totals for
the City, because that would once again result in double-counting, and the hypothetical population of
the 324 vacant lots should not be added to the City’s population for 2010, as they are not likely to be
occupied in the near term.

Tract 6216 (2008 Aerial Photo, 6-inch resolution)

CUGHORNE RO

Source: Kern County Online Mapping System
(www.maps.co.kern.ca.us

" The source of this information is the Property Search function on the Kern County Assessor-Recorder’s website,

http://recorder.co.kern.ca.us, and the City of Tehachapi.
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Tract No. 6507

Although the final map for Tract No. 6507, which is a condominium project, was recorded on November
29, 2007, the project has remained inactive, and the land unimproved, for six years. (Source: City of
Tehachapi.) The property was foreclosed upon in 2010. (Trustee’s Deed recorded on March 19, 2010, as
Document No0.210036425, in the Official Records in the office of the Kern County Recorder.) The
hypothetical population of the project’s 96 potential condominiums should not be added to the City’s
population for 2010, because they are not likely to be occupied in the near term.

Tract 6507 (2010 Aerial Photo)

-

§ TraE_t 650i

- !

Source: Kern County Online Mapping System
(www.maps.co.kern.ca.us)
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Tracts Nos. 6497, 6554, & 6714

The remaining single-family residential projects within the City—Tracts Nos. 6497, 6554, and 6714—
have not proceeded beyond the approval of their tentative subdivision maps, and have been inactive for
years. The tentative maps for Tracts Nos. 6497 and 6554 were approved in 2006; the tentative map for
Tract No. 6714 was approved in 2008. Thus far, the tentative maps have been spared from expiration
only by the Legislature’s periodic amendment of the Subdivision Map Act to extend the expiration dates
of dormant maps—most recently in 2013.* In the estimation of the City’s Community Development
Department, lots with the potential for 463 dwelling units represented by previously approved Tracts
Nos. 6062, 6216, and 6507 are more than sufficient to satisfy the demand for single-family residential
housing for years to come, consistent with the RUWMP’s projected 2 percent annual growth rate for the
City. The three tentative maps would add 219 more lots for single-family homes to the already-
burgeoning inventory. As demonstrated by the years of inactivity, there is no economic incentive to
prosecute them further, and their hypothetical populations should not be added to the City’s population
for 2010, because they are not likely to be occupied in the near term.”

In order to adopt the theory advanced by the comments, the reader must speculate that these projects,
despite their years of inactivity, will be permitted, approved, built, and occupied in the near term. There
is no evidence that this is so. To the contrary, there is substantial evidence that they will not be
occupied in the near term and these project more accurately represent long-term growth. To say that
these projects exceed the long-term projections of the 2010 RUWMP is speculative.

It might be asked why these projects were not removed from the list when it was revised, since their
completion may not be reasonably probable. The answer is that their continued inclusion represents
long-term population growth within the City of Tehachapi. If these projects fail, other projects will come
along in the course of time as the City’s population growth provides the demand for them. Maintaining
the projects on the list enabled the City to analyze long-term cumulative impacts under the list-of-
projects method. The City’s cumulative analysis went down each path authorized by the Guideline and
in each case examined long-term cumulative effects. The cumulative effects were less than significant
under each mode of analysis. Grafting one mode of analysis onto the other, as the comments propose,
would distort the impacts.

Comment No. 4-19

4. Inconsistent to use a single-year baseline in the cumulative analysis that is based no buildout
projections

The baseline demand for the cumulative analysis that based on buildout projections is the actual
demand for the single year 2010. RDEIR, p. IV.L-34. However, the RDEIR states that “[g]iven the natural
variability of water consumption within the City and the GTA, the selection of 2007 or any other single
year as the baseline for this analysis is not the most realistic measure. An average calculated over an
appropriate number of years would provide a truer portrait of the environmental baseline." RDEIR,
p.IV.L-20. We note that the data indicate that groundwater pumping in 2010 was substantially lower
than in any of the five preceding years (2010 Tehachapi RUWMP, Table 2-15), indicating that 2010 was a
particularly inappropriate single year to be used as a baseline.

® AB 116, signed by the Governor, added Government Code section 66452.24 to the Subdivision Map Act.

In addition to the residential projects within the City limits, the Golden Hills mixed use project has been inactive
since the list was compiled in 20089.
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Furthermore, as noted above, it appears that water demand based on population growth
projections in the 2010 RUWMP does not account for the demand from near-term projects that were in
planning as 2009.

* Please restate the cumulative analysis that is based on buildout projections using a
representative baseline, e.g., demand from the 5-year period ending in 2010, or demand
based on a baseline population that reflects actual development plans as of 2009.

Response to Comment No. 4-19

The comment states: “The baseline demand for the cumulative analysis ... based on buildout projections
is the actual demand for the single year 2010. RDEIR, p. IV.L-34.” This is not a correct statement. The
comment assumes that the 2010 RUWMP used “groundwater pumping” in 2010 as its “baseline” for
projecting future water consumption, and objects that it is inappropriate to rely upon the pumping in a
single year, and particularly a lower water-usage year like 2010. The assumption is incorrect and is
inconsistent with the comment’s acknowledgement that the 2010 RUWMP forecasts future “water
demand based on population growth projections ....” The year 2010 provided the base population upon
which the RUWMP estimated future population growth and concomitant water consumption.

The comment also contends “that water demand based on population growth projections in the 2010
RUWMP does not account for the demand from near-term projects that were in planning as of 2009.”
The commenter incorrectly assumes that the 19 listed projects within the City are all near-term projects
that are not reflected in the City’s population and water consumption for the year 2010. The single-
family residential projects within the City were included in the City’s 2010 population to the extent that
they were completed, and except to that extent cannot be accurately described as near-term.

The comment contends that the City should “restate the cumulative analysis that is based on buildout
projections using a representative baseline, e.g., demand from the 5-year period ending in 2010, or
demand based on a baseline population that reflects actual development plans as of 2009.” In essence,
the comment asks the City to redo the projections in the 2010 RUWMP. This is not required by section
15130(b)(1) of the Guidelines, and is likely to overstate the City’s future water consumption by treating
hypothetical future additions to the City’s population as present-day real additions that increase the
basis for projections of future consumption.

Comment No. 4-20

5. Actual 2012 demand exceeds projected demand through 2030

The RDEIR admits that the City's actual consumption of water in 2012 exceeds the RUWMP's
projection for City water consumption until at least 2026. RDEIR, p. IV.L-35. Instead of questioning the
validity of the RUWMP's projections, the RDEIR claims that the "[t]he addition of the project and the
unrelated increase in the City's water consumption [i.e., the 2012 actual water demand that exceeds the
RUWMP's projections' until 2026] indicate that the growth projected by the plan [the RUWMP] is
occurring more rapidly within the City, but do not imply an increase in the City's overall growth and
hence its water consumption - under buildout conditions." RDEIR. p.IV.L-36.

The RDEIR presents no evidence to support its claim that although growth is occurring more rapidly
there will be no overall increase in growth through the buildout period. Instead, the RDEIR simply makes
the logical claim that the increased growth need not "imply an increase in the City's overall growth." Id.
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In short, the RDEIR simply implies that the mismatch in actual and, projected results may possibly go
away in future periods.

However, logically, several explanations for the mismatch in the projected and actual result are
possible: 1) a higher growth rate occurred early in the plan period, but will be offset with future periods
of lower growth so that the endpoint projection will be met even though some intermediate projections
will be too low; 2) a constant growth rate was applied to an understated baseline, "skewing the plan
projections so that they are too low for all periods; 3) a higher growth rate occurred early in the plan
period and a reduced future growth rate will not fully offset this initial change, skewing the plan
projections so that they are too low for all periods. As noted above, there is evidence that the 2010
baseline used by the RUWMP fails to reflect the projects that were in the development pipeline as of
20009.

Analytically, the RDEIR addresses the mismatch between actual and projected demand through
"adjustments" to the demand projections in Tables IV.L-16, 17, 19. Based on the data in the line
captioned "City of Tehachapi Adjustment" in Table IC [sic] .L-16, it appears that the adjustment simply
assumed that the 2002 demand would remain constant at 2,235 afy from 2012 until 2026. This
assumption is not consistent with the RUWMP assumption that demand would grow based on a 2%
annual increase in population.

* Accordingly, please provide evidence to support the contention that, notwithstanding the
fact that the demand projections for the period 2010-2040 were already exceeded by 2012,
that increased growth does not “imply on increase in the City's overall growth." Please
explain on what basis the RDEIR has ruled out the possibility that the discrepancy between
the 2012 pumping data and the RUWMP projections through 2026 demonstrate that the
RUWMP has erred in either the baseline or growth rate or both.

In this connection, we note that the City's growth rate has substantially exceeded the 2% assumed in
the RUWMP in the period 1990-2012. The General Plan EIR admits that the growth rate averaged 7.1%
from 1990-2012 and has only slowed to 2.5% in the period 2002-2012. Tehachapi, General Plan EIR, pp.
2.0-2 and 3.

Response to Comment No. 4-20

In substance, the comment asks for evidence that the City’s water consumption at buildout in year 2040
will not exceed the 2010 RUWMP’s prediction. The comment suggests that the City’s year 2012 demand
for 2,206 acre-feet of water may imply that the RUWMP’s projections assume a growth rate or a
“baseline” water consumption that is unrealistically low. In fact, there is compelling evidence that the
City’s consumption of water from all sources by the year 2040 is not likely to substantially exceed the
RUWMP’s projection.

The RUWMP predicts that the City will consume 2,975 afy by the year 2040. (2010 RUWMP, Table 2-14.)
It also predicts that the City’s year 2040 demand will be satisfied by 1,822 acre-feet of native
groundwater and 1,153 acre-feet of SWP water supplied by the District. (2010 RUWMP, Table 2-13.)
Under the Term M&I Agreement between the District and the City which is likely to be in effect in the
year 2040, 1,153 acre-feet of SWP water will be the maximum amount to which the City will be entitled
as a matter of right. (Revised EIR, p. IV.L-8.) This will effectively cap the City’s demand for water. In the
year 2040, the City would be able to draw upon its Allowed Pumping Allocation (now permanently
increased to 1,847 afy—see Response to Comment No. 6-3), 120 acre-feet of potable water made
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available by the substitution of an equivalent amount of treated water in the City’s wastewater
treatment plant, and 1,153 acre-feet of SWP water for a combined total of 3,210 acre-feet. This amount
does not materially exceed the RUWMP’s projection of 2,975 acre-feet. In order for the City to consume
more than 3,210 afy, the City would have to acquire additional Allowed Pumping Allocations from third
parties or continue upgrading its wastewater treatment plant. The RUWMP assumes that no third party
Allowed Pumping Allocations will be available to the City by the year 2040, and the City has disclaimed
any reliance on recycled water over and above the 120 afy previously mentioned. (See Revised EIR, p.

IV.L-22; 2010 RUWMP, Table 2-13.)
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The inspiration for the comment was the fact that the City consumed 2,206 acre-feet in 2012, which is a
number that the RUWMP’s projections do not reach before the year 2025. (2010 RUWMP, Table 2-14.)
However, as the accompanying chart (above) shows, the City’s water consumption during the years
2000 through 2012 fluctuated up and down, often by quite a bit.*® The City’s consumption in year 2013
is expected to be approximately 4 percent less than its consumption in 2012. (RDEIR, p. IV.L-10.) One
cannot reliably predict long-term growth in the City’s water consumption based on short-term
fluctuations. As previously explained, the RUWMP used population growth and gallons per capita per
day as the basis for its long-term projections of M&I consumption. Although the Revised EIR stated that
the City’s water consumption in 2012 indicates that the growth projected by the RUWMP is occurring
more rapidly within the City (Revised EIR, p. IV.L-36, cited by the comment), the Revised EIR was not
referring to long-term growth. The City stands by the conclusion in the Revised IER that the City’s water
consumption in the year 2012 does not imply an increase in the City’s overall—i.e., long-term—growth.

In suggesting that the RUWMP assumed an unrealistically low rate of population growth for the City,
and thereby understated future water consumption, the comment cites the City’s General Plan EIR for
the proposition that the City’s growth rate averaged 7.1 percent from 1990-2012 “and has only slowed
to 2.5% in the period 2002-2012.” The General Plan EIR was mistaken, as an authoritative state source
makes clear. The California Department of Finance’s Demographic Research Unit publishes population
statistics for the state, its counties, and their cities. The department incorporates U.S. Census data with
population estimates for the intervening years. The estimates are periodically updated and revised.
Between January 1, 1990, and January 1, 2013, a period of 23 years, the department’s reports show
that the City’s population grew at an average annual rate of 1.6 percent, not 7.1 percent.

As the above table and graph show (below),” the City’s population grew at an average annual rate of
less than one percent between 1990 and the beginning of 2005. The City experienced accelerated
growth for a period of four years (2005 through 2008) at an average annual rate of 4.4 percent before
dropping back to an average of about 1.1 percent per year. The City’s Community Development
Department considers growth during the 2005-2008 boom period to be anomalous and a statistical
outlier, and not representative of the City’s long-term growth patterns. A long-term growth rate of two
percent per year is by no means too low when compared with the City’s historical long-term growth
pattern. The County of Kern’s GTASCP, in consultation with demand forecasting prepared by the Kern
County Council of Governments (Kern COG), adopted a GTA-wide population growth assumption of 2
percent per annum. (GTASCP, p. 2-24.) Kern COG estimated an average growth rate of 1.5 percent for all
of Kern County outside of the Bakersfield Metropolitan Area. (/d.) The 2 percent per annum population
growth rate estimated for the City is in line with these agencies’ projections.

" The annual percentage change in the City’s water consumption is derived from the data in extended Table IV.L-

2 (see Response to Comment No. 4-16). Percentage change was calculated according to the following formula:
100% x [(Consumption in Yr;,; + Consumption in Yr;) — 1].

The state’s figures differ in small respects from those in Table 4-12 of the RUWMP. The difference does not
exceed 186 persons in any year, which is not material.
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City of Tehachapi Population Growth 1990-2013
Year City’s Pop. at % Change Year to Year
Beginning of the Yr.

1990 6,157
1991 6,281 2.0%
1992 6,384 1.6%
1993 6,497 1.8%
1994 6,537 0.6%
1995 6,361 -2.7%
1996 6,325 -0.6%
1997 6,304 -0.3%
1998 6,321 0.3%
1999 6,531 3.3%
2000 6,558 0.4%
2001 6,601 0.7%
2002 6,670 1.0%
2003 6,748 1.2%
2004 6,920 2.5%
2005 7,015 1.4%
2006 7,465 6.4%
2007 7,764 4.0%
2008 8,149 5.0%
2009 8,436 3.5%
2010 8,487 0.6%
2011 8,702 2.5%
2012 8,754 0.6%
2013 8,805 0.6%

1990-2013 1.6%
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Source: State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Historical Population and Housing Estimates for
Cities, Counties, and the State, 2000 - 2010 (Nov. 2012); E-8, 4/1/90 — 4/1/00; State of California
Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,
January 1, 2011-2013, with 2010 Benchmark (rev. May 10, 2013). Population is as of April 1 in U.S.
Census years. Population excludes the CCl prison population, as does Table 4-12 of the RUWMP. The
state estimates refer to prisons, college dormitories, and military barracks as “group quarters,” and to
the population outside of group quarters as “households”. The table includes persons living in
“households” in the City of Tehachapi. The City has no college dormitories or military barracks. Although
technically included within the City’s boundaries, CCl is self-governing and does not receive water from

6a57¢(14x) " 7 =8,805

¢ \&
| 8,805
x=| — ‘ -1
, 6,157 )
x=0.016

the City. The average annual rate of population growth between January 1, 1990, and January 1, 2013, is
determined according to the above equation.

Comment No. 4-21

6. Cumulative demand scenarios fail to consider catastrophic loss of SWP

The RDEIR concludes that there would be no significant cumulative impact due to the need for new
or expanded water facilities. RDEIR, pp. IV.L-4l. It also concluded that there would be: no impact to
native groundwater supplies. RDEIR, pp. IV.L-42.

However, the Tehachapi Basin Watermaster has reached the opposite conclusion in its Report of the
Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District as Watermaster For Calendar Year 2011 ("2011
Watermaster Report").) The Watermaster Report used a calibrated groundwater flow model to simulate
aquifer conditions under several scenarios. "Scenario 2 evaluated the impacts on groundwater levels
and storage of increased water demand due to urban growth In the City of Tehachapi and In GHCSD."
Scenario 2, a 19 year simulation, also assumed that State Water Project (“SWP") water deliveries would
match increases in urban demand except for a hypothetical 3-year period in which SWP water is
unavailable because of a severe drought, a SWP conveyance system failure, or a natural disaster. Note
that the 3-year drought scenario is not unrealistic; the RUWMP is required to evaluate that scenario and
the RDEJR itself considers that scenario. However, both the RUWMP and the RDEIR assume that SWP
water will remain available during a 3-year drought. RUWMP, Table 2-8, p. 42; RDEIR, Table IV.L-20, p.
IV,L-39. This assumption is not realistic in view of the high probability of major seismic events which
could completely interrupt exports of water from the Delta through destruction of levees and could also
destroy other SW? conveyance infrastructure.

The 2011 Watermaster Report concluded that in Scenario 2, under which the SWP deliveries were
discontinued for a consecutive 3-year period, that groundwater storage would be depleted by an
average of 70 afy during the simulation period with significant localized groundwater level declines that
would persist through the simulation period. The RDEIR fails to identify this outcome as a significant
cumulative impact to native groundwater supplies. The City must revise and recirculate the RDEIR to do
so.
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Response to Comment No. 4-21

The comment argues that the Revised EIR must be further revised and recirculated because the
Tehachapi Basin Watermaster identified two significant, previously undisclosed impacts: one to native
groundwater supplies in the Tehachapi Basin, and one requiring new or expanded water distribution
facilities in the Basin. The existence of these impacts is founded on the comment’s interpretation of the
Report of Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District as Watermaster for Calendar Year 2011: the
Thirty-Eighth Annual Watermaster Report for Tehachapi Basin, which is available for downloading on the
the District’s website which includes the following:

(http://tccwd.netxn.com/store/downloads/Tehachapi%20Basin%20Watermaster%20Report%20-
%202011-Compressed.pdf).

The comment states that the impacts would result from a total cessation of SWP deliveries for a period
of three consecutive years, and argues that the Revised EIR is deficient because it does not consider the
possibility.

The Comment Fails to Accurately Characterize and Describe the 2011 Watermaster Report

1. The Watermaster Did Not Conclude That There Would Be Significant Impacts to Basin Groundwater
Supplies or Water Distribution Facilities Under Any Scenario.

The comment states that the Tehachapi Basin Watermaster concluded in its 2011 report that there
would be significant cumulative impacts to native groundwater supplies and new or expanded “water
facilities” resulting from a three-year stoppage of SWP supplies. This is not an accurate characterization
of the Watermaster’s report.

The District is the Tehachapi Basin Watermaster appointed by paragraph 14 of the Amendment to
Judgment entered in the Tehachapi Basin adjudication proceeding. The judgment requires the District to
make an annual report to the court; the report must include, but is not limited to, the following with
respect to the preceding year: (a) groundwater extractions; (b) exchange pool operation; (c) use of
imported water; (d) violations of the judgment and corrective actions taken; (e) change of ownership of
water rights, and leases and licenses thereof; (f) administrative costs; (g) a statement in a separate
section of those matters in the report that constitute the Watermaster’s written findings, orders, or
determinations; and (h) any recommendations by the Watermaster. (Amended Judgment 9§ 15(a)(iv),
contained in Appendix N to the Revised EIR.)

The following paragraph is included in Section Il of each Watermaster Report filed with the court
between 2010 and 2013 (for operations during years 2009 through 2012):

The District, in cooperation with the City of Tehachapi and Golden Hills Community Services
District retained Fugro West, Inc. to prepare a Groundwater Modeling Study for the Tehachapi
Basin as part of the Watermaster’s ongoing program to better understand the hydrogeology of
the Tehachapi Basin. That report was completed in 2009. The Executive Summary of the
Tehachapi Basin Groundwater Study is included herein as Figure 7.

(2009 Watermaster Report, p. 12; 2010 Watermaster Report, p. 13; 2011 Watermaster Report, p. 13;
2012 Watermaster Report, p. 13.)

The paragraph quoted above is everything that the District had to say about the Fugro study in each of
the annual reports. The District did not identify any significant impacts, nor did the District say that it

Tehachapi Walmart II. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page II-57



City of Tehachapi November 2013

necessarily agreed with or adopted any conclusions reached in the Fugro study. Section VI of each
report identified those portions of the report that represent the District’s findings, orders, or
determinations: Fugro’s executive summary was not included.

What the District actually gleaned from Fugro’s study is succinctly summarized in the 2010 RUWMP as
follows:

Based on Fugro’s analysis, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater pumping quantities in
the Tehachapi Basin could be sustained during a 3-year drought within a 19-year future
simulation analysis through 2023. This 3-year stoppage of deliveries represents a hypothetical
future scenario in which TCCWD is unable to acquire SWP water due to some extreme
circumstance (conveyance system disaster, natural disaster).

(2010 RUWMP, § 2.3.1.2, at p. 45 [Appendix N to the Revised EIR].)

2. Fugro Did Not Conclude That Groundwater Supplies Would Be Depleted During, or that New or
Expanded Infrastructure Would be Necessary In Order to Mitigate the Impact of, a Three-Year Cessation
of SWP Deliveries.

In interpreting Fugro’s opinions (incorrectly attributed to the Watermaster), the comment focuses on
snippets culled from the executive summary of Fugro’s 2009 report and isolated from the context in
which they appear. In so doing, the comment distorts and exaggerates the report.

The comment is concerned with Fugro’s Scenario 2, which evaluated the hypothetical future impact
over a period of 19 years on groundwater levels and Basin storage by increased water demands caused
by urban growth, and a hypothetical, three-year total curtailment of SWP supplies. Fugro developed a
computer model of projected additions and subtractions from groundwater storage in an area (which it
called the “Model Domain”) that comprised approximately 66 percent of the Basin. (Fugro West, Inc.,
Tehachapi Groundwater Basin Study Final Report (June 2009), pp. 3 & 28-29 [“Fugro”].) Scenario 2
assumed that there would be a total interruption of SWP supplies for a period of three years
commencing in Year 4 of the scenario, followed by the resumption of deliveries in Year 7. (Fugro, p. 29.)
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By the end of Year 6, Fugro’s model showed a cumulative loss from Year 1 through Year 6 of 13,446
acre-feet. However, from Year 7 through Year 19 of the scenario, additions to storage exceeded
subtractions by a cumulative 12,110 acre-feet. (Fugro, Table 28, appended to this response.) The
aggregate reduction in the amount of water stored in the aquifer (1,338 acre-feet’®) amounted to an
average annual loss of 70 acre-feet over the 19-year period covered by the scenario.”!

Fugro Scenario 2 Cumulative Change in Storage
2000

-2000

-4000
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-8000

Acre-Feet

-10000
-12000
-14000

-16000
NY D X D 0 A D 9,0 A LD L0 0 A LD

Year (hypothetically 2008—-2023)
Cum. Change in Storage (af) Rolling 5-yr. Avg.

Source of the data: Fugro, Table 28.

%% The cumulative reduction over 19 years is 1,338 acre-feet in Fugro’s report, rather than 1,336, due to internal

rounding.

In contrast, a hydrologic balance developed by Fugro for the entire Tehachapi Basin (100 percent compared to
the Model Domain’s 66 percent) showed a cumulative increase in Basin storage under Scenario 2 of 28,225
acre-feet over the 19-year period. (Fugro, Table 24, appended hereto.)
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Although the comment portrays the cumulative deficit as a substantial depletion of the groundwater
supply, that is the commenter’s conclusion, not Fugro’s. When the cumulative deficit was greatest,
sufficient water (the 5,524 afy in aggregate Allowed Pumping Allocations plus SWP water withdrawn
from storage) was still available to meet demand, and the aquifer recovered from the extreme event
over the ensuing years. Fugro concluded that:

Despite the significant short-term decreases in groundwater storage during the 3-year stoppage
of SWP water deliveries, the Basin maintained an overall balance between recharge and
discharge over the 19-year simulation period.

(Fugro, pp. ES-4 & 30.)
With respect to infrastructure, Fugro noted:

[T]Ihe impact of the 3-year stoppage in SWP water deliveries resulted in localized decreases in
groundwater levels that persisted in areas until the end of the simulation period in Fall 2023.
Therefore, optimal benefits to groundwater storage from the conjunctive use program may
require the development of other artificial recharge areas in addition to the Antelope Basin and
the China Hill area. Again, an additional basin might be placed on the north side of the major
fault zone that separates Hydrologic Unit 2 from Hydrologic Unit 4. Nevertheless, long-term
losses of groundwater storage in the Basin were relatively small with an average change of
about -70 AFY.

(Fugro, pp. ES-4 & 30.)

Less-than-optimal benefits are not equivalent to a significant impact on the environment. Fugro did not
conclude, as the comment asserts, that “avoidance or mitigation of these localized decreases in
groundwater levels would require the development of other artificial recharge areas” (italics added), nor
did Fugro conclude that localized decreases in groundwater levels would have a substantial adverse
effect on the environment. Fugro did not perform a CEQA analysis, and so did not use “significant” in the
technical sense in which it is used in CEQA. Thus, neither the Basin’s Watermaster nor its consultant
identified a three-year total cessation of SWP deliveries as resulting in significant impacts on the Basin’s
aquifer or a need for additional infrastructure. The comment’s premise is incorrect

A Total Interruption in SWP Supplies for Three Consecutive Years is Not a Realistic Contingency

All that has gone before demonstrates that the Watermaster and Fugro did not conclude that a three-
year total stoppage in SWP supplies would have the impacts that the comment claims they did. The real
guestion is whether the extreme scenario in Fugro’s study is sufficiently likely that the Revised EIR must
consider it. Both the 2010 RUWMP and the Revised EIR consider the cumulative impact on the regional
water supply of a three-year reduction in SWP deliveries resulting in the District’s receipt of 22 percent,
27 percent, and 26 percent, respectively, of its Table A entitlement. Using the same percentages, the
Revised EIR also considers the cumulative impact of the shortage on the City’s water supply. The
RUWMP estimated the supply quantities based on its determination of the minimum of historical three-
year running averages. (2010 RUWMP, p. 41 & Table 2-7.) The District is the best authority where the
reliability of its SWP supply is concerned. It is not the Revised EIR”s job to re-evaluate the reliability
estimates made by the District.

Although the comment asserts that a complete cessation of SWP water for three years is not unrealistic,
it provides no evidence to support the assertion. Similarly, the comment provides no evidence to
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support its assertion that the District’s estimate is unrealistic. The City is not required to second-guess
the District.

The District’s estimate of the amount of water which it could expect to receive during a three-year dry
period is consistent with, and supported by, the Department of Water Resources’ estimates. DWR is the
operator of the State Water Project. It predicts that under future (Year 2031) conditions, SWP
contractors can expect to receive 35 percent of their respective Table A allotments during each year of a
two-year dry period, 34 percent per year during a four-year dry period, and 30-33 percent per year
during a six-year dry period. (DWR, The State Water Project Final Delivery Reliability Report 2011 (June
2012), pp. 54-55 & Table 7-2.) These amounts are greater than the District’s estimate for a three-year
dry period, and support an inference that the District’s estimate is a conservative one.*

DWR'’s 2011 Reliability Report also considers the possibility that a catastrophic event will temporarily
shut off all access to SWP water. DWR notes that the 2007 Working Group on California Earthquake
Probabilities estimated a 63 percent probability that an earthquake with a magnitude of at least 6.7 on
the Richter Scale would strike the San Francisco Bay Area in the next 30 years. DWR estimates that the
flooding of 20 or more islands in the Delta as the result of a major earthquake could interrupt the
delivery of SWP water from the Delta for about 1.5 years, not three. (2011 Reliability Report, p. 34.)

Thus, the three-year stoppage of Scenario 2 is not sufficiently likely to happen that the Revised EIR is
defective for failing to consider it. The City, Golden Hills CSD, and the District have access to sufficient
supplies of SWP water stored in the Tehachapi Basin right now to survive a two-year total stoppage of
SWP deliveries without imposing additional water conservation measures or banking additional SWP
water. (See Revised EIR, Table IV.L-12, at p. IV.L-34; the appendix to the City’s response to Comment No.
6-4; 2012 Watermaster Report, Figure 6.) As noted in the Revised EIR, the City’s ability to withstand
prolonged interruptions of SWP supplies will increase in future years as it adds additional SWP water to
storage in the Tehachapi Basin. The District’s banked supplies are also increasing with time. (2012
Watermaster Report, Figure 6.)

Recirculation of the Revised EIR is Not Required

Recirculation is not required, because the Revised EIR is not being changed in a way that deprives the
public of an opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect or a feasible
measure to mitigate such an effect. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a).) The Revised EIR’s analysis is
sufficiently rigorous and detailed for meaningful public review and comment.

Comment No. 4-22

7. Failure to consider effect of global warming

The RUWMP admits that global warming may affect future supply of water in the Tehachapi,
Cummings, Brite, and Bear Valley basins. RUWMP, Table 2-9, p. 43. It is now commonly understood that
climate change may adversely affect water supply by increasing variability in flooding and droughts;
decreasing natural snowpack storage; and increasing problems with Delta management through sea-
level rise causing saltwater intrusion and increased levee failure probability. The RDEIR does not even
mention these considerations.

22 DWR’s estimate of the supply available in 2-, 4-, and 6-year dry periods under existing conditions is slightly

higher. (2011 Reliability Report, p. 50, Table 6-3.) The 2011 Reliability Report does not include an estimate for a
three-year dry period.
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* Please revise the RDEIR and recirculate it to address the effects of global climate change on
the water supply, including the native recharge of the local aquifers and the availability of
SWP water.

Response to Comment No. 4-22

The effects of accumulating greenhouse gases and the resulting “global warming” climate change
phenomenon may impact water supply availability and reliability in California, although the impact, if
any, is predicted to occur well beyond the time frame examined in the Revised EIR. Rather than insert
its own judgment on the impact of global climate change on water availability on the SWP, the City will
look to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), which has jurisdiction over the SWP, to
see how it is addressing this issue. The DWR has recently circulated the California Water Plan Update
2013 for public review and comment. Specifically, the DWR notes:

California’s water and resource managers must deal with a broad range of uncertainty.
Uncertainty is inherent in the existing system and in all changes that may occur in the future. For
example, although water managers can be certain that the flows in California’s rivers will be
different next year compared with this year, they do not know the exact magnitude or timing of
those changes. The threat of a chemical spill that may disrupt water diversion presents
uncertainty. Future protections for endangered species may require modifications in water
operation procedures that are unknown today. Scientists are trying to understand the reasons
for the pelagic fish decline in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), the condition of levees
throughout the state, and the extent of groundwater recharge and overdraft, to name just a few
of the uncertainties that need to be addressed in planning for the future. (pg. 5-4)

As to climate change, the DWR states:

A significant improvement to the CWP [California Water Project] scenarios in Update 2013 is a
guantitative look at the uncertainty surrounding future climate change when evaluating the
performance of new resource management strategies. After consultation with its Climate
Change Technical Advisory Group, DWR chose to include 27 alternative climate scenarios in the
evaluation of future strategies. These include 12 climate scenarios identified by the Governor’s
Climate Action Team (CAT) for future climate change, five scenarios repeating historical climate,
five scenarios repeating historical climate with a severe 3-year drought, and five scenarios
repeating historical climate with a warming temperature trend. Each of the climate scenarios
has separate estimates of future precipitation and temperature. Collectively these estimates
provide planners with a range of precipitation and temperature that might be experienced in the future,
and they are used with other factors to estimate future water demands. (pg. 5-5).

The DWR then concludes the “Managing an Uncertain Future” chapter by stating:

Integrated water management is the basis for California’s water planning. This umbrella
approach recommends that California and its regions consider how a portfolio of resource
management strategies, as described in Volume 3, might meet multiple water management
objectives in light of many risks and uncertainties and ensure sustainable use of water
resources. DWR and other entities are conducting various risk assessments so that risks can be
better balanced with the rewards for improved management. Update 2013 introduced a water
sustainability indicators framework to ascertain how the objectives of the CWP, associated
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resource management strategies, and recommended actions would lead to sustainable water
use and supply for the state and its 10 hydrologic regions. (pg. 5-21)

The purpose of highlighting this text is to demonstrate that although there are potential issues to the
state, regional and local water supplies due to climate change, the responsible state agencies, including
DWR, are analyzing numerous scenarios and preparing a broad range of management strategies so that
the water supply can be reliable in the near and long term. There is no definitive answer yet as to the
ultimate impact of global climate change, so the best a local agency such as the City can do is to refer to
and incorporate analysis from other agencies. To add any additional information or try to determine
impacts with more specificity would result in speculation and would be beyond the requirements of
CEQA.

Comment No. 4-23

8. Policy compliance

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy SI 13 requiring that new,
high consuming users must secure and alternative groundwater supply. If the project is not
considered a high consuming use, please explain what uses are so considered.

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy SI 14 requiring reuse of
storm water for on-site irrigation.

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy SI 17 requiring new
development to contribute to the cost of upgrading the WWTP to tertiary level.

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy S14 requiring low impact
design stormwater best management practices.

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy CS5 requiring permeable
pavement, turf block, decomposed granite, grasscrete or similar permeable surfaces

whenever possible and feasible.

Response to Comment No. 4-23

The Walmart application (Architectural Design and Site Plan Review No. 2007-11) was filed prior to the
adoption of the new General Plan by the City Council on April 16, 2012. Therefore, the Walmart site
plan was subject to and evaluated against the previous General Plan and the initial approval occurred
prior to the General Plan adoption. Although it is the City’s position that the rescission of the prior
approvals to comply with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment does not subject the project
to the new General Plan, the following explanations are provided to demonstrate the project complies
with the above referenced policies nonetheless (when applicable) .

First bullet item:

General Plan Policy SI 13: Require new, high consuming users to secure an alternative water source
other than groundwater.

The City acknowledges that this policy is a little ambigiuous, however, the purpose of the policy was to
recognize and inform property owners that there are properties within the City of Tehachapi’s sphere of
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influence that are not within the adjudicated Tehachapi Water Basin. The purpose of the policy was to
require these properties to provide an alternative source of water as a condition of development other
than Tehachapi Basin water for which the property and potential development would have no right to
access under the adjudication. Therefore, this policy does not apply to the proposed project site as the
site is located within the adjudicated Tehachapi Water Basin.

Second bullet item:

General Plan Policy Sl 14: Reuse stormwater for on-site irrigation.

The Walmart development will not be conditioned to utilize stormwater for on-site landscape irrigation.
However the project has been conditioned to utilize a non-potable source of irrigation water supplied by
Tehachapi Cummings County Water District (TCCWD). This approach will essentially achieve the same
goal to conserve potable water by using non-potable sources such as stormwater runoff or as in this
case non-potable agricultural water to irrigate landscaping and as a result will make potable water for
domestic uses. Therefore, with implementation of the project condition, the proposed project would be
in compliance with this policy.

Third bullet item:

General Plan Policy SI 17: Require new development to contribute to the cost of upgrading the
wastewater treatment plant to tertiary level.

All projects are required to pay a variety of connection or mitigation fees at the development stage.
One of which is the sewer connection fee. The fees are formulated and calculated based on the size of
the development and type/intensity of development. The Walmart sewer connection fee at 165,000
square feet is estimated to be $658,754.00. These funds will be placed in the sewer enterprise account
and be used to offset the projects incremental impact on the City of Tehachapi’s wastewater treatment
system and will contribute to future upgrades slatted for the plant such as the transition from advanced
secondary to tertiary level treatment. Therefore, the proposed project would be in compliance with this
policy with payment of the sewer connection fee.

Fourth bullet item:

General Plan Policy Sl 4: Requiring low impact design stormwater best management practices.

The subject site in terms of grading design will be divided into seven (7) drainage subareas which will
ultimately flow into three (3) storm water filter units known as Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS)
devises. These devises fulfill two (2) interrelated functions as it relates to storm water runoff and Best
Management Practices (BMP) in terms of retaining storm water runoff so that the volume and intensity
of runoff is not increased over what would occur in a pre-development condition. Additionally, parking
lot run off contains what is commonly referenced to in the industry as “urban slopper”. The devices are
designed to filter the stormwater runoff so that water that is metered out of the device is much
improved over the storm water that is simply allowed to run off unchecked. Conventional detention
basins are also on effective methodology in this regard however, they are land intensive and typically do
not provide the same level of filtration as the CDS method. It should be noted that there is a regional
detention basin located at the north east corner of Tucker Road (SR 202) and Tehachapi Blvd.
immediately behind Walgreens north of the project site. The regional detention basin was designed and
sized to collect storm water runoff from properties within the Tucker Road drainage area. As such
developments located within the Tucker Road drainage basin are not required to retain or detain storm
water runoff on site due to the fact that a regional basin had been constructed to detain the collective
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run off from the entire drainage basin in contrast to individual or project by project efforts. The project
site is located within the Tucker Road drainage basin and as such no on site detention or retention of
storm water runoff is required. In this regard, the project applicant could design the site grading to
simply run off and flow directly into Tucker Road (State Highway 202) and be captured by the regional
storm water collections and detention system that had been installed by Caltrans in Tucker Road (State
Highway 202). Although the project applicant is aware of this regional drainage system, it elected to
design and install an extensive on site storm water detention and filtering system. Therefore, the project
implements best management practices as it relates to mitigating impacts associated with the creation
of impervious surfaces and associated storm water runoff. As such, the proposed project is in
compliance with this policy.

Fifth bullet item:

General Policy CS 5: Wherever possible and as feasible, incorporate permeable pavement, turf block,
decomposed granite, grasscrete or similar permeable surfaces rather than conventional, impervious
pavement.

The purpose of this policy is to provide alternatives to detention and retention basins which require
maintenance and are land intensive and as such not the highest and best use of any given property. As
previously indicated, the project will be install several underground storm water collection devices
known as Continuous Deflective Separation. While this are not specifically enumerated alternative
solutions within Policy CS 5, these solutions are still alternatives to detention and retention basins and
satisfy the intent of the policy. Therefore, the proposed project is in compliance with this policy. Please
see also General Plan Policy Sl 4 explanation above.

Comment No. 4-24

9. Possibility that nitrate concentration will interrupt water supply not considered

The 2011 Watermaster Report acknowledges that there are six nitrate sources that may contaminate
native groundwater. The 2011 Watermaster Report concludes that there is uncertainty as to the
'quantification of historical and future nitrate inputs and proposes a nitrate monitoring program and
recommends a monitoring program.

Nitrate contamination may result in the loss of groundwater sources or may require the
development of new infrastructure (e,g., new wells or nitrate removal facilities). The 2006
Watermaster Report noted that a gradual increase in nitrate contamination has been observed since 1965
in the Tehachapi Valley and that some wells have had to be taken out of service”.

* Please discuss the potential for nitrate contamination to affect the availability of groundwater.
Even if there is insufficient data available to conclusively resolve the issue pending further
study of nitrate sources and contamination, please summarize existing analyses and
conclusions with regard to nitrate contamination and the effects on groundwater availability in
the expert literature, including, but not limited to the following:

* BSK, Engineers, Geologists, Environmental Scientists, (2000). Report of Groundwater
Modeling Study Regarding Nitrate Migration. Golden Hills Community Services District,
Western Tehachapi Valley, Kern County, California.
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* BSK, Engineers, Geologists, Environmental Scientists, (2006). Update to the May 31,200
Groundwater Model and Study Regarding Nitrate Migration (BSK E05.142.01F). Golden Hills
Community Services District, Western Tehachapi, Kern County, California.

*  Fugro West Inc., ETIC Engineering (2004). Cummings Groundwater Basin Study, Final Report.
Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District.

*  Fugro West Inc., ETIC Engineering (2009). Cummings Groundwater Basin Study, Final Report.
Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District.

*  Fugro West Inc., ETIC Engineering (2004). Calculations of Recharge Losses, Cummings
Groundwater Basin. Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District.

Response to Comment No. 4-24

Although there is some concern with nitrates in the Tehachapi Basin, the City notes that contamination
is limited to a few wells. The solution is to either take the well out of production or to dilute the nitrate-
polluted water by blending it from another source that has low nitrate concentrations. Blending the two
waters produces water that is low in nitrate concentration. The remainder of the comment is very
broad and does not fairly present an issue, either in the text or with the cited documents and how they
related to the Revised EIR. Furthermore, there is no presentation of this information in a manner that
gives the City the opportunity to respond. Accordingly, the City is unable to provide any additional
response to this comment.
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LETTER NO. 5
William L. Nelson
P.O. Box 308
Tehachapi, CA 93581
August 12, 2013

Comment No. 5-1

RE: COMMENTS of William L. Nelson,
on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
for Tehachapi Walmart;
Prior State Clearinghouse No. 2007-081139

Notes on abbreviations, references, acronyms:

coTt City of Tehachapi

TCCWD Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District

GTA Greater Tehachapi Area
TGB Tehachapi Groundwater Basin
SWP State Water Project

MMRP Mitigation Measures and Reporting Program

GHCSD Golden Hills Community Services District

SUMMARY INTRODUCTION

The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) presents an environmental impact analysis for
Water, Utilities and Service Systems in Section IV.L.2, that are the sole focus of these written comments.
This should not be construed as assent as to the adequacy of the remaining sections of the RDEIR.

The revised water analysis is substantially more useful than the original Project water use and supply
analysis, in its descriptions and identifications of information about water supply and use in the COT and
GTA, mostly from extant public documents, and unattributed sourcing. Lack of attribution is especially
troublesome regarding TCCWD policies and purported analysis. The extent of revision and
supplementation for the revised water analysis affirms challenges made in the DEIR review proceeding
earlier that it was inadequate, and points to the complexity of issues apprehended in these regards.

However, the extended water review analysis litany of extant records cobbles together a fundamentally
contorted understanding of the dynamics of water demand by existing and contemplated development,
omitting any credible exploration of the outer bounds of buildout enabled by existing zoning of lands in
the TGB, as well as adjacent Basins. It forfeits totally the concepts and understandings of mitigations
essential to meeting water supply demands in a region that as long imported water for human activities
and economic development.
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The reasoning launched under the heading "Adequacy of the Water Supply” (P. L-30) is sanguine rather
than objective, bluntly (and wrongly) concluding that the cumulative impacts of the Project and a
revised List of Projects selected by the COT “on the native groundwater supply would be less than
significant.” (P. L-42)

The revised water analysis refuses to understand the basic character of much of the adjudicated
activities conducted through the TCCWD as Watermaster, of managing and supplementing, with State
Water Project (“SWP”) water, the supply of the Tehachapi Groundwater Basin (“TGB”). That basic
character is one of mitigation of overdrafting of the TGB, as well as adjacent Basins.

The compendium of rules, regulations, instructions and practices that public agencies, including the COT,
comply with, constitute a broad mitigation. Instant Project and the selected List of Projects, as well as
other projected growth generally, intends to place additional water demand pressures on the TGB. All
such demands constitute impacts, and the impacts disclosed in the revised water analysis, while likely
understanted (sic) and unsupported with attendant workpapers, certainly cross the threshold of
significance. As such, a formal program of Mitigation Measures and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for
the instant Project is required. The attempt by the COT to paint a stable future of water supply already
adequately provided for, must be rejected in favor of a reasoned and disciplined MMRP to meet the
challenges of development.

Moreover, the revised water analysis, in spite of its lengthy narrative, and multiple tabling and graphing,
still fails to set forth a reasoned framework for “temporal truncation" for purposes of analyzing
cumulative water impacts, as ordered by the Court. While a wide range of time periods are referenced
in the various extant studies and documents, these do not provide a consistent framework on which to
fashion and conduct an MMRP, which the COT is obviously loathe to do , apparently concerned about
perceptions of accommodation for growth. For the purposes intended, and a coherent revised water
analysis generally, a 50-year planning horizon for managing and mitigating the TGB groundwater supply
generally, may be the useful overarching temporal truncation to use.

Response to Comment No. 5-1

The comment is an introductory statement of the following comments, which have more detail.
Responses have been provided for the detailed comments below. Therefore, this comment is
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for consideration. Please refer to
Comments 5-2 through 5-21 and Responses to Comments 5-2 through 5-21, below.

Comment No. 5-2

DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES OF THE RDEIR REVISED WATER ANALYSIS

1. The revised water analysis is deficient omissive (sic), inadequate and lacking citation and referencing
and justification on key points. This requires curing in a recirculation of the document. See
ATTACHMENT ‘A’ for a listing, that is not intended as all-inclusive.
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Response to Comment No. 5-2

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the deficiency and inadequacy of the water analysis and
does not provide specific, clear direction with respect to deficiencies, omissions and inadequacies of the
Revised EIR’s water analysis.

The City of Tehachapi and the team of consultants have reviewed “Attachment A” and provided
responses to each item. Please see Response to comment No. 5-21 for the specific responses.

Recirculation of the Revised EIR is not necessary and does not meet the criteria for recirculation under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 5-3

2. The updated List of (21) Projects (P. L-26, 29) utilized pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130
cannot be relied upon for the intended purpose. The COT's list is selective in a self-serving manner,
supporting the suspicion that it is colluding with the GHCSD and the County of Kern through active
effort or benign neglect, to fail to develop a regional approach to sewering urbanized areas, zoned
for high intensity land use development. This is highly subversive of rational development and the
stated policies for certain urbanized areas in the unincorporated TGB.

The COT intentionally disregards potential likely development of such unincorporated commercial
sites, among others, e.g. Old Towne nonresidential land use zoned in south GHCSD. Other
unincorporated development cluster sites have a range of liklihood (sic) that needs to be set forth,
on the justification of the Kern County Planning and Community Development Department.

Response to Comment No. 5-3

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines require a list of past, present and probable projects. The list of
projects contained in the Revised EIR represent projects that have some modicum of entitlement
such as City of Tehachapi Planning Commission or Kern County Planning Commission approval. From
the cumulative projects list approach, the list of projects incorporated in the Revised EIR represents a
worst case scenario in that may of the projects are not likely to ever come to fruition. Case in point
Tract No. 6497 is due to expire in August 2014, Tract No. 6554 is due to expire in June 2014 and Tract
No. 6714 is due to expire in May 2014. The list was prepared in consultation with the Kern County
Planning Department and represents a genuine probable list of projects consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines.

With respect to the sewer reference, the purpose of the Revised EIR was to comply with the
Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment (Tehachapi First v. City of Tehachapi, Case No. S-1500-
CV-273965 KCT, June 22, 2012) regarding Cumulative Water Impacts, Cumulative Off-Site Traffic
Noise, and Findings on Cumulative Traffic Impacts. Thus, Golden Hills CSD wastewater treatment
plant issues are out of purview and scope for this Revised EIR.

With respect to the City’s omission of properties within the Golden Hills CSD that are zoned
commercial, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, requires a list of past, present and probable projects.
A “project” as defined by CEQA, Section 15378, “refers to the activity which is being approved” and
“subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies.” Therefore, a site, or parcel
that is already zoned does not constitute a “project” under CEQA. Furthermore, to include every
vacant parcel with a non-residential zoning designation on the cumulative list would be speculative
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and impossible to predict the intensity of a theoretical project given the wide range of uses that are
allowed within a commercial designation. CEQA Section 15145 does not require the lead agency to

evaluate a particular impact if it's too speculative.

Comment No. 5-4

3.

The Plan Projections summary approach of Guidelines section 15130 is superior to the List of
Projects approach elevated by the COT. The Plan Projections approach should be refined in a
“related planning document” (P. L-26), relating the potential water use of all property in the GTB as
presently zoned. Such a document of reliability is now long overdue. A percentage of buildout at 25

years, 50 years and 100 years may be part of a useful framework of such projections.

Response to Comment No. 5-4

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines presents two options to be used for cumulative analysis — the
list approach and the projections approach. One approach is not inherently superior to the other.
CEQA allows the lead agency to choose the approach that best fits the particular project in order to
provide a reasonable and meaningful discussion of cumulative impacts. The list approach was
utilized in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Prior EIR”). The projection approach was utilized
in the Revised EIR to supplement the list in order to provide a greater depth of cumulative analysis in
terms of availability of water regionally and within the Tehachapi Basin. Relevant documents utilized
for the projections approach were not available at the time the original EIR was prepared. These
documents and studies were adopted subsequent to the certification of the Prior EIR. These

documents and studies include the following:

Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District Regional Urban Water Management Plan (2010)
Kern County Greater Tehachapi Specific Plan and associated EIR

City of Tehachapi 2035 General Plan Update and associated EIR

SB 610 (water supply assessment) prepared in conjunction with the City of Tehachapi General
Plan update.

All of the above referenced documents and studies utilized growth projections and are inherently
consistent with the projection approach to cumulative growth and impact scenarios. Given the timing
and availability of these documents and studies, the Revised EIR supplemented the list approach with
the growth projection approach in order to provide a greater in-depth cumulative water analysis.

Comment No. 5-5

4.

The revised water analysis completely ignores the realities of ongoing Climate Change analysis. It
relies exclusively on a “looking backward” approach in this regard, for use and supply analysis for
the TGB. It is incumbent on a legitimate assessment for this RDEIR, threshold in nature as it is, to
make an effort at one or more “looking forward” scenarios for the TGB (and possibly adjacent Basins
at the same time), making use of extant Climate Change research on precipitation for the Sierra
Nevada and Tehachapi Mountains regions. Please see ATTACHMENT ‘B’ , Memo of William L.
Nelson dated July 17, 2013 to the TCCWD Board of Directors meeting, in this regard, which includes
attachments exhibiting the intense state of research on these specific concerns.
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Response to Comment No. 5-5

Standard practice for evaluating water supply and project impact analysis is to engage the water
purveyor (and in this case, the City of Tehachapi and Tehachapi Cummings County Water District
[TCCWD]) for the relevant data. It is in the purview of the water purveyor to supply information based
on current and future availability. It is also standard practice to extract water supply information from
current studies prepared by the water purveyor or other relevant agencies. It is not in the purview of
this Revised EIR to re-evaluate the TCCWD’s or other agency’s water supply projections. Rather, it’s the
responsibility of the water agencies to understand current and future conditions and plan for supply and
delivery of water.

The City of Tehachapi has read the commenter’s Attachment B, which includes Memo of William L.
Nelson dated July 17, 2013 to the TCCWD Board of Directors meeting, and its attachments. Note, there
is no consensus within the scientific community on any given approach to evaluate GHG and climate
change impacts. New reports are released on an almost daily basis. Multiple advisories on climate
change include white papers from experts, agencies, and groups such as the Climate Action Team, the
California Attorney General, CAPCOA, the ARB, the Center for Biological Diversity, the League of
California Cities, the Sierra Club, the California State Association of Counties, the Association of
Environmental Professionals, and the California Chapter of the American Planning Association. The ever
changing approach, methodology and multitude of sources makes it very difficult to evaluate a project’s
contribution let alone the project to discern the appropriate approach for an entire water agency’s to
use for future water projections and not to mention that it would be out of scope, responsibility and
purview for the project to do so.

Nevertheless, the City of Tehachapi adopted the 2010 Regional Urban Water Management Plan. The
Plan incorporates a water shortage contingency plan. Said plan was based on drought scenarios
although not drought conditions explicitly related to climate change per-se. The plan evaluated
several drought induced shortage scenarios as listed below:

¢ Stage | Alert Condition (10% reduction)
¢ Stage Il Alert Condition (30% reduction)
¢ Stage lll Alert Condition (50% reduction)

Each of the stages included restriction on water consumption, which are escalated and intensified as you
move from Stage | to Stage Ill alerts. The Regional Urban Water Management Plan also includes
contingency Planning (non-drought related) for catastrophic supply interruption.

Comment No. 5-6

5. The revised analysis identifies Chapter 13.08 of the COT's Ordinance Code, "Water Entitlement Use
Policy," (P. L-17), but provides virtually no detail and application of this important development
entitlement to the instant Project or projects on the updated List, for providing mitigation. Among
other things, Chapter 13.08, constitutes a development impact mitigation, ipso facto, and its
application and treatment is required to be shown in the RDEIR, thus far undone.

Tehachapi Walmart Il. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 1l-71



City of Tehachapi November 2013

Response to Comment No. 5-6

Tehachapi Municipal Code Chapter 13.08 divides the City into two zones for the purposes of water
service. Zone A are those properties that have transferred water rights to the City. All other properties
are in Zone B. The proposed project is currently in Zone B. Chapter 13.08 also requires that
development of property outside Zone A requires the property developer to transfer water rights to the
City, to purchase an allocation of water rights or pay a “water entitlement fee” for each additional acre
foot of water rights to accommodate the development. Currently, it does not appear that the project
property has any existing water rights and the project applicant has attempted to purchase water rights,
but has been unsuccessful. Accordingly, the project will pay the “water entitlement fee” to comply with
Chapter 13.08.

Comment No. 5-7

6. The revised water analysis apparently did not utilize a specialist Water Resources Consultant, and
does not expressly identify the author of this section of analysis. This is hereby requested, and if
more than one person authored, an explanation of portions and methods authored explained in the
case of multiple authors.

Response to Comment No. 5-7

Section 15084 (Preparation of the Draft EIR) of the CEQA Guidelines does not require the preparer of
an EIR to be a “specialist” on a given topic evaluated in an EIR. Standard industry practice involves
EIR preparation by public and/or private sector planning generalist who utilizes specialists and/or
studies prepared by other pubic agencies and consultants. In this case, in preparation of the Walmart
Revised EIR, the water availability analysis was prepared by the City of Tehachapi in collaboration
with consultants who prepared the EIR. The authors of the water availability relied upon documents
prepared by specialists. As footnoted in the Revised EIR section, IV.L. Utilities and Service Systems,
Water, a number of reports were utilized which include, the 2010 Regional Urban Water
Management Plan (2010 RUWMP) that was prepared by GEI/ Consultants, Inc. GEIl Consultants
specialize in Environmental Engineering, Water Resource Management and Geotechnical Engineering
disciplines. The 2010 RUWMP was prepared in compliance with the California Water Code (CWC) by
a consulting firm specializing in such studies. Other studies utilized in preparation of the water
analysis included: Greater Tehachapi Area Specific Plan Water Supply; Tehachapi Cummings County
Water District’s Rules and Regulations for Sale, Use and Distribution of Water, Part C §2; City of
Tehachapi Monthly (Water) Production Reports; Integrated Resource Management, LLC, Draft
Existing Conditions Report Greater Tehachapi Area Specific Plan Water Supply & Sewer Availability
(July 2008) § 6.5.1; Cal. Dept. of Water Resources, Bulletin 118, Tehachapi Valley West Groundwater
Basin; City of Tehachapi, SB 610 Water Supply Assessment; Water Resource Control Board website;
and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board website.

With respect to who prepared the water availability analysis, as previously indicated the section of
the Revised EIR was prepared by the City of Tehachapi as the Lead Agency in collaboration with
consultants, as listed in Section VIII “Preparers of the Revised EIR.”.
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Comment No. 5-8

7. The revised analysis mistates (sic) the Court's judgment: (P. L-26) “the court in the Tehachapi First
case determined that the list was potentially under inclusive, both geographically and temporally.”

The mis-statement (sic) is at once a conflation, improper limitation, and mis-direction (sic) of what
the court actually stated. Perhaps the mis-statement (sic) is intended to lead the public and the
court into thinking the expansion of the list to the 21 selected projects constitutes a robust
inclusionary method. It does not. The mis-statement (sic) emphasizes listmaking of the COT's
choosing to the detriment of the Plan Projections approach, clearly more useful in this case of
analyzing an extensive TGB growth future.

The List of Projects is grossly inadequate as presented in apprehending the “temporal truncation”
sought, a sequencing and framework of analysis essential for understanding the intent to expand
SWP water importation to the TGB for unimaginative growth.

Response to Comment No. 5-8

The Revised EIR paraphrase of the Court’s judgment regarding the cumulative project and water supply
is accurate. The exact language of the Judgment, Section 2(a):

Cumulative Water Impacts: (i) The EIR did not include an explanation of the geographic
limitation or the “temporal truncation” used when developing the cumulative projects list for
purposes of analyzing cumulative water impacts; and (ii) the City did not consider evidence that
the chosen approach to evaluate cumulative water impacts was underinclusive;

The remainder of the comment expresses the opinion of the commenter regarding the expanded List of
Related Projects in the Revised EIR and does not provide any guidance as to its inadequacy. The Revised
EIR added to the Prior EIR’s list and updated the list. The projections approach supplemented the List of
Related Projects approach and examined related projects to future conditions of 2040.

Comment No. 5-9

8. The revised analysis' distinction when concluding “no significant impact on native groundwaters” is
grossly artificial and misleading in important respects. While it is understood that certain numerical
counting and water banking accounting native groundwater from other sources, supplies and flows
in the hydrologic cycle, it disregards the actuality of potential environmental impacts that deserve
analysis and mitigation as found necessary.

For one, no analysis is conducted that disaggregates SWP into that which is used directly, and that
which is pread (sic) for recharge, nor that which may be treated and that which is not. In all cases,
the SWP raw water contains substances distinctly different from that obtained via precipitation,
ones that untreated, will be carried into the GTB and adjacent Basins' soils and aquifers.

Such foreign SWP sediment coming into Tehachapi region Basins would be certain to increase under
the revised water analysis assumptions, and yet it is silent in even identifying this reality, much less
attempt to discuss it.

Water banking and focused recharge areas in particular, would be especially susceptible to such
impacts. These areas deserve disclosure and review in this RDEIR’s assessments.
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A sound review may conclude that SWP treatment programs must be implemented as a mitigation,
and cost-sharing of such mitigation may need to be borne by instant Project.

Secondly, the revised analysis ignores the physical reality, that all of the “non-native” water supply
sources merge with the Basin groundwater soils and aquifers. Among other things, the analysis
heavy reliance that future water demand will be met by paper plan projections is insufficient and
grossly unreliable. No attempt in the revised analysis is made to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
existing groundwater supply monitoring techniques, or propose measures for increased reliability of
supply management. Such mitigations are in order since the monitoring is over-reliant on self-
reporting by participating purveyors, including the COT.

Response to Comment No. 5-9

The comment is essentially questioning the conjunctive use approach to water storage and banking
utilized in the Tehachapi Region. Conjunctive use is the coordinated management of surface water,
imported water and ground water supplies to maximize the yield of the overall water resources.
Conjunctive use is becoming a key component to the States overall water management strategy in terms
of coping with a growing population. State water project water is part of the conjunction use strategy in
Tehachapi in terms of water banking which is commonly recognized as a safe and cost effective method
of storing and delivering water. This conjunctive use protocol has been occurring in the Tehachapi Basin
for years in which the aquifer is replenished in part through the utilization of State Water Project (SWP)
water pursuant to water banking by way of the Tehachapi Cummings County Water District serving as
the Water Master. The City of Tehachapi in turn draws its domestic water from a series of wells located
within the Tehachapi Basin. The City of Tehachapi water is tested annually known as the (Annual Water
Quality Report) and which is made available to the end users. The City’s domestic water meets and/or
exceeds all State and Federal standards and there is nothing in the annual report/testing that would
suggest that the use of SWP water in the water banking protocol is degrading the water quality of the
Tehachapi Basin.

Comment No. 5-10

9. The adjudication of the TGB resulting in judgments in 1970 and amended in 1973 represents an
extremely dated basis and circumstance of analysis of the TG8 native and natural supplies, and as
such is not sufficiently reliable for competently resolving instant RDEIR purposes. While it may not
be reasonable to forestall all such developments of RDEIR's scope pending outcome of a revisited
adjudication by the court, clearly more adequate analysis incorporating observed Climate Change
and other changes in the TGB are necessary for reasonable adequacy. See 4. above.

Response to Comment No. 5-10

The level of detail required in a response to a comment depends in part on the comment’s level of
detail. A general comment requires only a general response. (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified
Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, at p. 401.) Comment No. 5-10 questions in general terms the
Revised EIR’s use of the Tehachapi Basin’s adjudicated safe yield in analyzing impacts on the Basin’s
native groundwater supply.’ The comment suggests that the adjudicated safe yield is too dated to be

" The comment refers to “native and natural supplies,” but the term “natural” is included in the Revised EIR’s use

of the term “native,” and does not denote a separate class of groundwater.
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reliable, and declares that “clearly more adequate analysis incorporating observed Climate Change and
other changes in the [Tehachapi Groundwater Basin] are necessary for reasonable adequacy.”

The comment is focused solely on the Tehachapi Basin, and therefore so is this response. The amended
judgment entered in the Tehachapi Basin proceeding adopted a physical solution for the Basin which
limited native groundwater extractions to a number that closely approximates the safe yield determined
by the initial judgment. The Revised EIR followed the 2010 RUWMP, the County of Kern’s GTASCP EIR,
and the IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA in using the aggregate Allowed Pumping Allocations (5,524 afy)
established by the physical solution as the maximum amount of native groundwater within the Basin
that can be extracted annually on a long-term basis without causing eventual depletion or permanent
damage to the Basin.? (See 2010 RUWMP, Tables 2-11 & 2-13 [App. N to the RDEIR]; GTASCP FEIR, Table
4.17-18, p. 7-13 [App. P to the Revised EIR]; IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA, Tables 2-1 & 6-1 [App. Q to the
Revised EIR].)

Because the Proposed Project does not contribute to any adverse impact, whether project level or
cumulative, on the Tehachapi Basin’s native groundwater supplies or the Tehachapi Basin aquifer itself,
CEQA does not require the City to re-evaluate the Basin’s safe yield. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(1)
[“An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR”].)

The baseline (2003-2007 average actual historical) demand for native groundwater in the Tehachapi
Basin is 4,749 afy. Although this amount happens to be the highest five-year average ending between
2006 and 2012, it is still only 86% of the aggregate Allowed Pumping Allocations.

Tehachapi Basin Historical Groundwater Extractions (afy)

Year 2002 (2003 |2004 (2005 [2006 [2007 (2008 |2009 (2010 [2011 |2012
Native Groundwater 3,552 |5,764 |4,388 [4,315 |4,648 (4,632 |5,127 |4,569 |4,252 |4,416 (4,323
Rolling 5-Yr Avg. 2,004 |2,005 |2,006 (2,007 |2,008 (2,009 |2,010

Sources of the data are described in the City’s Response to Comment no. 4-16

As described in pages IV.L-22 to -23 and -30 to -32 of the Revised EIR, satisfaction of the increase in the
City’s demand for water caused by the Proposed Project and the 19 listed projects within the City’s
boundaries would in the long term depend on the availability of SWP water (a) currently delivered to the
District, (b) previously stored by the District, or (c) previously stored by the City. Because the City
already extracts more than its permanent Allowed Pumping Allocation before the addition of the
demand represented by the Proposed Project and the 19 listed projects (baseline consumption is 1,981

The amended judgment permits groundwater pumpers to carry forward limited amounts of unused Allowed
Pumping Allocations for up to two years, and to borrow against the following year’s Allowed Pumping
Allocation when necessary, subject to a requirement to extract correspondingly less water in the following
year. See the discussion in the Revised EIR at pp. IV.L-3 to -4. Hence, the 5,524 afy cap is not an absolute annual
limit; total extractions of native groundwater in any one year can exceed 5,524 acre-feet without violating the
judgment, as occurred in 2003. However, extractions in the preceding or subsequent year must be reduced so
as to eliminate the over-extraction. This occurred in the two years bracketing 2003. (That is, some pumpers
may have carried over unused Allowed Pumping Allocations from 2002 to 2003, and others may have exceeded
their Allowed Pumping Allocations in 2003, while “paying back” the over-extracted amounts in 2004. Thus,
despite the over-pumping in 2003, average annual extractions for the three years commencing with 2002 were
substantially less than 5,524 acre-feet.)
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afy versus current Allowed Pumping Allocation of 1,847 afy [see Letter 6,response to Comment No. 6-
3]), neither the project level nor the cumulative increase in demand within the City would cause an
increase in extractions of native groundwater from the Tehachapi Basin; the amount of SWP water
supplied to the City for current use would increase instead. The same would be true under the buildout
projections in the 2010 RUWMP: the City’s demand over and above its Allowed Pumping Allocation
would be satisfied with SWP water.?

The two remaining projects on the cumulative list are not within the City. The residential project
identified as Plan Amendment No. 111 is not within the boundaries of the Golden Hills CSD. As discussed
in the City’s Response to Comment No. 5-21, the project’'s developer has acquired sufficient
groundwater pumping rights to supply the full estimated 50.4 afy that the project would consume.
These water rights have not been exercised for several years. Thus, the City assumes that Plan
Amendment No. 111 would increase the Basin’s consumption of native groundwater by 50.4 afy. The
second project, which has been dormant for several years, is identified on the list as “Golden Hills

6000
5500 5,764
>5000 4,749
< ! 4,658
3 4[533 9;522 4'646 4,599 4]537
g 4500
G 4,648 4632 4,569 '
5 ’ 4,416
3 4000 4,388 4,315 4,252 4,323

3500
3,952
3000

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Native Groundwater Rolling 5-Yr Avg.

Mix[ed] Use”. It lies within the Golden Hills CSD’s service area, and is estimated to require a net 23 afy.
(See Table IV.L-7 of the Revised EIR, at p. IV.L-29.) The project’s demand could be satisfied with native
groundwater under Allowed Pumping Allocations owned or leased by Golden Hills, or with SWP water
acquired from the District. If one assumes that the project’s demand would be satisfied with native
groundwater, then the Basin’s demand for native groundwater would be increased by 23 additional afy.
Hence, as a result of the two listed projects located outside of the City’s boundaries, native groundwater
extractions within the Basin might increase by as much as 74 afy—about 1.4% of the current 5,524 afy
limit. The Proposed Project does not contribute to the minor impact by these two projects on the
Tehachapi Basin’s supply of native groundwater; hence no analysis is required.

% The District “delivers” SWP water to the City by recharging the Tehachapi Basin aquifer with it while the City

extracts a corresponding amount of native groundwater. This saves on treatment costs. (Revised EIR, p. IV.L-
18.
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A reduction in the Basin’s estimated safe yield, whether as a result of climate change or the unidentified
“other changes” to which the comment refers, could possibly trigger a revision of the court’s physical
solution. (The reader may recall that the court retains jurisdiction over the Basin for that purpose.)
Whether it would be necessary to revise the physical solution, and whether the City’s Allowed Pumping
Allocation would be reduced by the revision, might depend not only on the amount of the reduction in
the estimated safe yield, but also on the extent to which currently dormant Allowed Pumping
Allocations remained so. For example, using computer modeling, the District’s consultant, Fugro,
estimated in 2009 that the Basin’s current perennial safe yield is approximately 5,200 afy. (2010
RUWMP § 2.2.2.2, p. 27.) If this were deemed correct, there would be no need for the City to reduce its
extractions of native groundwater to an amount below its current Allowed Pumping Allocation, including
Allocations leased from others, before aggregate extractions of native groundwater approached the
5,200 mark. Assuming that revision did become necessary, it is speculative whether the court would
order an across-the-boards, pro rata reduction in Allowed Pumping Allocations, both exercised and
dormant, or would fashion a different allocation, perhaps one that would preserve the City’s pumping
rights at the expense of the holders of dormant rights. Assuming that the court did reduce the City’s
Allowed Pumping Allocation, the City would have recourse to the District’'s SWP supply in addition to
stricter water conservation measures that it might adopt, or could accelerate the tertiary-level upgrade
of its wastewater treatment plant. This does not require analysis in the REIR, because the addition of the
Proposed Project’s demand for water does not change the impact on the Basin. Hence the Basin-level
impact resulting from climate change or the unspecified “other changes” alluded to in the comment that
may reduce the Basin’s safe yield is not within the scope of the Revised EIR.

If climate or other changes resulted in the substitution of SWP water for a portion of the City’s Allowed
Pumping Allocation, the revised Term M&I Agreement would require the City to purchase and store
additional amounts of SWP water in the Tehachapi Basin in order to achieve and maintain a five-year
supply. (See Revised EIR, p. IV.L-8.) The additional amounts would not be due to the Proposed Project or
the cumulative projects and need not be analyzed in the Revised EIR. In any event, artificial recharge and
water banking actively benefit the health of the Basin’s aquifer. (See Fugro West, Inc., Tehachapi
Groundwater Basin Study Final Report (June 2009), pp. ES-4 & -5, 40-41.) To be a significant
environmental impact under CEQA, a change in the environment must be adverse. (Pub. Res. Code, §
21068; CEQA Guidelines § 15382.)

Thus, evaluation of the impacts on the Tehachapi Basin’s native groundwater supply and the health of
its aquifer does not require re-analysis of the Basin’s safe yield or analysis of the effects of climate
change.
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Comment No. 5-11

10. SWP has limited reliability, both temporally and other circumstances, for the purposes of supply to
the TGB. Such “reliability factoring” is grossly under analyzed in this RDEIR. The
reliability/probability factors asserted are simply not useable for critical development and mitigation
decisions, without substantial refinement and showing. Climate Change and forecasted reductions
and volatility of precipitation alone dictate refinement. In addition, SWP funding uncertainty in the
future, and potential for catastrophic failures in the SWP system affecting delivery to the TCCWD
need to be reviewed in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment No. 5-11

The level of detail required in a response to a comment depends in part on the comment’s level of
detail. A general comment requires only a general response. (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified
Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, at p. 401.) Comment no. 5-11 makes the following general
assertions: (1) the Revised EIR’s estimates of the reliability of the SWP supply are not usable without
“substantial refinement and showing”; (2) the RDEIR should review future “SWP funding uncertainty”;
and (3) the RDEIR should review the potential for catastrophic failures of the SWP system affecting
delivery to the District. The following response addresses each of these assertions.

Reliability of the SWP

“Reliability” of the SWP supply refers to the annual amount of SWP water that can be expected to be
delivered with a certain frequency—that is, to the likelihood or probability that a certain amount of
water will be delivered by the SWP in a given year. (Dept. of Water Resources, Final Delivery Reliability
Report 2011 (June 2012),
pp. 1 & 23 [“2011

SWP Table A Deliveries Reliability Report”].) The

limited by Availability and by Conveyance 2010 RUWMP discusses
the reliability of the

20,000 District’'s SWP supply in
18,000 detail in section 2.3.1.1,
16,000 at pages 41-45. (The
2010 RUWMP is Appendix
N to the Revised EIR.) The
RDEIR utilizes the
District’s assessment.
(See Revised EIR, pp. IV.L-
6 & IV.L-23.)

Figure 2-6: Conveyance Reliability of Imported Surface Water (SWP)

2009

— 2029

14,000
12,000
10,000

8,000

Annual Deliveries (af)

6,000

4,000 Figure 2-5 of the RUWMP

2,000 is a graph (to be precise,

) an  exceedence plot)

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% adapted from the Draft
Percent time at or above 2009 Reliability Report

(see Figure 6-4 of the

report) prepared by the Department of Water Resources (“DWR”). The graph depicts the percentage of
time that an amount equal to or greater than a specified portion of the District’s Table A amount is likely
to be available under (1) current conditions and (2) conditions that are likely to prevail 20 years from
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now. Figure 2-6 of the RUWMP modifies Figure 2-5 to reflect the effect of the physical limitations of the
District’s system on the amount of water the District can receive. (2010 RUWMP, pp. 48-49.)

The Revised EIR used these graphs to determine the percentage of time that the District can expect to
receive its baseline supply of 7,210 afy. The RDEIR also used the graphs to determine the reliability of
the increased amount of SWP water that would be necessary in order to supply the Proposed Project
and the listed projects (other than Plan Amendment No. 111, which is assumed to use groundwater).
(Revised EIR, pp. IV.L-31 to -32.)

DWR prepares a new reliability report every two years. The 2011 Reliability Report published in June
2012 did not materially change the estimates made in the 2009 report on which the RUWMP relied.
(2011 Reliability Report, pp. 49-50 & 54-56.)

In constructing the exceedence plot for future deliveries, DWR considered numerous variables,
specifically including climate change. (The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2009 (Aug.
2010), ch. 6.) Where the reliability of the SWP supply is concerned, the Department is the expert, and
the District is the best authority regarding the reliability of its portion of the SWP supply. It is not the
Revised EIR’s job to re-evaluate the reliability estimates made by DWR and relied on by the District.

Funding Uncertainty

The comment does not explain what it means by “SWP funding uncertainty.” The 29 SWP contractors
are contractually required to pay the costs of financing the original SWP facilities and subsequent
improvements made to them, the SWP’s operations and maintenance, transportation costs, and
mitigation costs for any environmental impacts of SWP operations on fish and wildlife. (2011 Reliability
Report, p. 17.) The City is not aware that there is any potentially material funding uncertainty.

Catastrophic Failure of the SWP Delivery System

DWR estimates that the flooding of 20 or more islands in the Delta, as the result of a major earthquake,
could interrupt the delivery of SWP water from the Delta for up to 1.5 years. (2011 Reliability Report, p.
34.) The City and the District have access to sufficient supplies of stored SWP water to survive a two-
year stoppage of SWP deliveries without imposing additional water conservation measures. (See Revised
EIR, Table IV.L-12, at p. IV.L-34; the City’s Response to Comments Nos. 6-4 & Appendix _ to the Final
Revised EIR.) Moreover, as noted in the Revised EIR, the City’s ability to withstand prolonged
interruptions of SWP supplies will increase in future years as it adds additional SWP water to storage in
the Tehachapi Basin.

Comment No. 5-12

11. The COT places extreme reliance on SWP to be delivered through a renewed Term M&I Agreement
with TCCWD (P. L-8). At this juncture, such Agreement is hypothetical and speculative, for the
purposes of useful conclusions in the revised water analysis. Among other things, it assumes an
amount and a priority of conferral of SWP 'supply from the District, that may run very counter to
doctrines of equity for other landowners and jurisdictions within the boundaries of the TCCWD, all
of whom support the District's SWP infrastructure and administration with property taxes.

The hypothetical agreement cannot be utilized as proposed by the analysis. At minimu (sic), a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or other Agreement on Principles between affected
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governing bodies needs to be accomplished by the TCCWD, in order to lend any credence to its
justification in the RDEIR.

It is further requested here, the revised analysis make extant documentation on the present, as well
as hypothetical Term Agreement, part of this RDEIR record, as well as the adjudicated decisions of
1970 and 1973 of the Kern Superior Court, as well as any relevant TCCWD Ordinances, Rules,
Regulations or other documents implementing management of the TGB by the TCCWD as
Watermaster -- part of this RDEIR's record.

The COT and/or the TCCWD are hereby requested further, to make the last ten (10) annual TGB
Watermaster Reports, part of this record. All of the requested records are hereby incorporated by

reference.

Response to Comment No. 5-12

The City of Tehachapi has an executed M and | agreement with the Tehachapi Cummings County
Water District (TCCWD). This agreement is up for renewal in 2016 and the City and TCCWD will
negotiate at an appropriate time in the future. In fact, the City is already working with TCCWD on
the language of the M and | agreement in an effort to create more of a template for greater
consistency and uniformity in content between the TCCWD and other water purveyors in the region.
In this regard, the 2016 M and | agreement is neither speculative or hypothetical.

The commenter requested the TCCWD to prepare a Memorandum of Understanding with other
“affected governing bodies”. Its not clear who are the “affected governing bodies” and, further, its
not in the purview of this Revised EIR and the City of Tehachapi to direct TCCWD to prepare said
document. Further, the adjudicated decisions of 1970 and 1973 are already available for pubic
review, as well as the other requested “relevant TCCWD Ordinances, Rules, Regulations or other
documents implementing management of the TGB [Tehachapi Groundwater Basin] by the TCCWD”
and does not need to be part of the public record for this Revised EIR. In addition, the TGB
Watermaster Reports are also available for public review and do not need to be part of the public
record for this Revised EIR.

Comment No. 5-13

12. The assumptions of GTA growth, vis-a-vis potential development and increased water supply
demands, need to be set forth, with more showing of reasoning, and disaggregated by the four
groundwater Basins identified, as well. The gross percentage projections presented, at a minimum,

should be explained in more detail.

Response to Comment No. 5-13

As previously indicated the Revised EIR evaluated water availability from two (2) CEQA perspectives
pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines: the cumulative list of probable projects approach;
and the projection approach. The analysis evaluated the availability of the State Water Project (SWP)
water from a regional perspective due to the fact that the Tehachapi Cummings County Water
District (TCCWD) receives an allotment of water for the entire region and availability for use within
all of the established basins in the Greater Tehachapi region. There is not a specified amount of SWP
water that is allocated to the Tehachapi Basin per-se. As such, any effort in evaluating the availability
of domestic water must acknowledge the reality that any SWP water that is delivered to TCCWD as
the Water Master is available to the entire region. Given that TCCWD disseminates SWP water to a
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variety of end users throughout the region located in a variety of basins, it is imperative that water
availability evaluation to any given basin be evaluated in the proper regional context. It is in this
regard that the availability of water to the Tehachapi basin was evaluated from a multi-basin
perspective to determine the availability of SWP water to the Tehachapi Basin specifically.

Comment No. 5-14

13. Reliance upon inputs and data of the Kern County Planning and Community Development
Department, requires better citation and referencing and explanation.

Response to Comment No. 5-14

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Revised EIR. Therefore a response is not required pursuant to
CEQA. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for consideration.

Comment No. 5-15

14. The COT's “Water Entitlement Use Policy” embodied in Chapt. 13.08 of the City's Ordinance Code,
applies to instant Project and most of the Project List tor cumulative analysis purposes. That Policy
represensions (sic) expansions of “water supply entitlements” as discussed in the revised analysis (P.
L-18, 19), and therefore instant Project and cumulative Listed Projects in the COT trigger the
definition of “potentially significant water impact(s)” (P. L-18).

Response to Comment No. 5-15

The City of Tehachapi achieves its domestic water supply from a series of wells, which draw upon the
Tehachapi Basin (Basin). The Tehachapi Basin is adjudicated and the City of Tehachapi has a fixed
amount of water that can be withdrawn from said basin pursuant to the adjudication process. The
City of Tehachapi can expand its water/pumping rights by either purchasing or leasing additional
water pumping rights from individuals in possession of said rights. Additionally, the City can
purchase SWP water from the Tehachapi Cummings County Water District (TCCWD) who in turn will
recharge the basin with SWP water in an amount commensurate with the amount of water
purchased consistent with the District’s water banking protocol. New development is required to
either convey water/pumping rights in an amount commensurate with the amount of water used.
Alternatively the applicant can pay an in lieu fee in the event the applicant has no water/pumping
rights to convey to the City. The in lieu fee is based on the fair market value of water/pumping rights
in the region and in this regard water/pumping rights are treated essentially like any other
commodity. Therefore, the City’s approach to water/pumping rights acquisition allows the City to
keep pace with increased demands. Requiring new development to offset their incremental demand
on the City’s water/pumping rights is simply a prudent policy and does not constitute implicitly or
explicitly a significant impact under CEQA.

Comment No. 5-16

15. Project 7. on List (P. L-29 , “Tehachapi Hospital,” grossly understates that development's annual
water use at 4 AFY. As the COT has a substantial record and executed documents and permitting of
this project, including Chapt. 13.08 compliance and fees exactions for connection, it is hereby
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requested those be included in the revised analysis record and calculations, which require
correction. Those records are hereby incorporated by reference.

As well, the record of dispute and documentation of the Tehachapi Hospital development adjacent
Capital Hills, represented by the List 7. in the RDEIR, as existing in the record of TACLIG v. TVHD
(Kern Superior Court Case No. S-1500-CV-275260), with regard to all matters of water use and
supply to that project, are hereby incorporated by reference.

Response to Comment No. 5-16

The water use of the Tehachapi Hospital will be corrected in the Final EIR. As for the reference to the
Tehachapi Hospital record and executed documents, along with the TACLIG v. TVHD case, the comment
does not fairly present an issue with these documents and how they related to the EIR. Furthermore,
there is no presentation of this information in a manner that gives the City the opportunity to respond.
Accordingly, the City is unable to provide any additional response to this comment letter.

Comment No. 5-17

16. Project List 11. development, identified as “Aspen Street Architects, Med. Ofc., with 66,000 SF, more
or less, is particularly noteworthy for purposes of guaging (sic) the veracity of the COT in
environmental proceedings. There is reason to believe the COT has long known of this development
proposal, both at the time of the first Walmart DEIR promulgation and circulation, such knowledge
pre-dating the circulation of the TVHD's Mitigated Negative Declaration for its Tehachapi New
Hospital Project, late subject of referenced TACLIG v. TVHD.

Response to Comment No. 5-17

It is unclear what issue this comment is trying to raise, because this project was included in the
cumulative list of projects in the Prior EIR and the Revised EIR. Specifically, the referenced Aspen
Street Architects Medical office project was approved on May 29, 2008 through Architectural Design
and Site Plan Review No 2008-01. This project appeared on the cumulative list of projects in the
Prior EIR and the Revised EIR. In this regard the City of Tehachapi, acting as the Lead Agency, has not
ignored or hidden this project from the public as the comment would imply.

Comment No. 5-18

17. The revised analysis' assertion on P. L-42,
“Therefore, the cumulative impact on the native groundwater supply would be less than significant.”

This assertion is either totally hypothetical, based on the narrowed reasoning for hoped-for
outcome of authorities and duties to be implemented by the TCCWD/Watermaster and court
oversight, and/or, it implicitly recognizes the mitigative (sic) nature of the entire adjudicated
framework, without treating it as such.

It is the task of the RDEIR revised water analysis to incorporate and integrate the COT and TCCWD
into a MMRP for instant Project and address cumulative impacts -- not wave them away so. Merely
identifying the existence of the authorities is not sufficient for environmental impact mitigation
purposes.
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Response to Comment No. 5-18

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Revised EIR, rather expresses an opinion. Therefore a response
is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies for consideration.

Comment No. 5-19

POTENTIAL MITIGATIONS

Without expansions and revisions to the RDEIR, a conclusive MMRP to address impacts on groundwater
supplies of the TGB cannot be conclusively suggested. Having said that, potential mitigations may
include:

o ending the COT's self-reporting status to the TCCWD/Watermaster, i.e. the TCCWD must
conduct onsite verification of equipment, meters and records of the COT purveyor, utilized in
the reporting of pumping from the TGB by the COT,;

o use of a 50-year water supply use horizon in calculating COT water entitlement fees and charges
on rates for new development;

o inclusion of the COT's MMRP implementation annual report, in the TCCWD's annual TGB Report.

o since the future cost of SWP supply to the District and COT, including potential need to treat
SWP before use/spreading will be subject to change, COT's mitigating water supply
development fees and potential new rate components need, accordingly, to be fashioned and
exacted with flexibility, terms and conditions;

o with each 5-year update to the Tehachapi Regional Urban Water Management Plan, a more
demanding and refined projection of water uses, relative to land use development, should be
made as a supplemental analysis sufficient to meet the more stringent needs of EIR reviews and
Lead Agency decisions.

Response to Comment No. 5-19

The comment lists “potential mitigation,” however, there is no nexus to an impact. According to Section
15370 of the CEQA Guidelines, the intent to provide mitigation measures is to avoid, minimize, reduce
or eliminate an impact or to rectify the impact. Through a thorough review of and documented analysis,
the Revised EIR concluded that the projects impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than
significant. Though CEQA does not require mitigation on less than significant impacts, the Revised EIR
recommended five mitigation measures to further reduce the less than significant impacts with respect
to water supply.

Comment No. 5-20

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

While instant Project may not be required to be deferred until such time as are-opened TGB re-
adjudication is sufficiently processed to inform, it is reasonable to require a much higher standard of
review here, with this RDEIR.
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The TGB historically has been subject to overpumping, and the future of its supply is placed in greater
jeopardy by Climate Change and volatility. Lead Agency responses need to be highly considered, and
proportionate to this uncertainty.

Response to Comment No. 5-20

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Revised EIR, rather expresses an opinion. Therefore a response
is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies for consideration.

Comment No. 5-21

RDEIR P. L. starting “...” Notes/Requested

III

actual numbers/percentages of SWP agricultural
irrigation v. “native” pumped

L-1 “and municipal and industria

L-6 “2029, and 6,000 or more afy” cite District records, report or analysis

L-6 “agricultural and municipal cite research showing septic tank leach field recharge
potential asserted

L-7 “multi-year, multi-phase” estimate year of completion

L-7 “wastewater which it” provide copy of District- CCl contract to record

L-7 “series of permanent” provide copy of City-GHCSD contract to record

L-8 “The renewal agreement” provide record of all public records of COT-TCCWD

renewal agreement negotiation to-date.

L-10 “In 2010, the City” document current as well as 3010 COT water
connections number, and characterize: e.g. multi-unit
buildings served with one “connection, how counted,

billed, etc.
L-10 “system is currently” document assertion that “system...is in good repair”
L-12 “Among other things, the plan” cite where TRUWMP makes consistent water supply
conclusions
L-12 “and the four CSDs” cite TRUWMP four agencies use projections
L-20 “The City, the County of Kern” cite analysis for growth rates
L-23 “7,249 afy from the SWP cite source and show calculation of “87% probability”
L-27 “of 30 afy, and it is doubtful” reference (TCCWD) reasoning that owner would be

denied a Long-Term contract for SWP with District

L-27 “525,364 gallons per day” Cite/reference /provide calculations of “nonspecific
standard assumptions”
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L-27 “Engineer developed specific” provide calculations performed by COT Engineer

L-31 “physical capacity to accept” cite (TCCWD’s) analysis, reasoning, report

Response to Comment No. 5-21

The following are the responses to Attachment A that was referenced in Comment No. 5-2:
L-1 “and municipal and industrial” actual numbers/percentages of SWP agricultural
irrigation v. “native” pumped

The sentence to which the comment refers is: “[The District] imports SWP water through the California
Aqueduct and sells the water for agricultural and urban (municipal and industrial) uses, which take place
primarily within the four groundwater basins.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-1, 2d 9], last sentence.) The sentence is
introductory in nature. Its primary source is 2010 RUWMP §§ 2.1.1 & 2.2.4.1 (Appendix N to the DREIR).

The comment asks for data regarding the volume of SWP water used for agricultural purposes and the
volume of native groundwater used for the same purpose. Available data is summarized in the table
below for the three groundwater basins that receive imported SWP water for agricultural purposes
(Tehachapi, Cummings, and Brite):

Ag Water in the Tehachapi, Cummings, & Brite Valley Basins (afy)

Native Imported SWP

Groundwater Water Total Water | Native | Imported

Extractions for | Delivered for Used for |Ground| SWP
Year | Agriculture Agriculture Agriculture |water %| Water %
2002 3,999 4,453 8,452 47% 53%
2003 4,073 4,682 8,755 47% 53%
2004 3,955 4,982 8,937 44% 56%
2005 3,840 4,609 8,449 45% 55%
2006 4,023 4,139 8,162 49% 51%
2007 3,657 4,948 8,605 42% 58%
2008 4,585 3,634 8,219 56% 44%
2009 4,379 1,763 6,142 71% 29%
2010 3,799 2,029 5,828 65% 35%
2011 2,924 1,052 3,976 74% 26%
2012 2,640 3,908 6,548 40% 60%

Most of the agricultural demand for water is in the Cummings Valley Basin:

Ag Water in the Cummings Basin (afy)
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% of Native| % of Total
Native GW Ag SWP Ag

Groundwater | Imported SWP | Total Water Native | Imported |Extractions| Deliveries

Extractions for |Water Delivered Used for Groundw|SWP Water|in All Three|in All Three
Year | Agriculture for Agriculture Agriculture ater % % Basins Basins
2002 3,616 3,444 7,060 51% 49% 90% 77%
2003 2,868 3,944 6,812 42% 58% 70% 84%
2004 3,014 4,251 7,265 41% 59% 76% 85%
2005 2,744 3,742 6,486 42% 58% 71% 81%
2006 2,989 3,610 6,599 45% 55% 74% 87%
2007 2,814 3,861 6,675 42% 58% 77% 78%
2008 3,022 2,985 6,007 50% 50% 66% 82%
2009 3,495 1,523 5,018 70% 30% 80% 86%
2010 2,749 1,574 4,323 64% 36% 72% 78%
2011 1,944 876 2,820 69% 31% 66% 83%
2012 1,913 3,269 5,182 37% 63% 72% 84%

There are multiple sources for the data in these tables, including Tables 2-2 and 4-4 through 4-7 of IRM
GTASCP Rev. WSA (Appendix Q to the DREIR) for the years 2002 through 2008; Table 2-14 of the 2010
RUWMP for the years 2005 and 2010;4 the annual watermaster reports for the Cummings and
Tehachapi Basins for the years 2008 through 2012; and a report made to the District’s board of directors
by the AD Hoc Water Rate Committee dated February 20, 2013. There are minor differences between
these sources. The District prepares annual reports for the Cummings and Tehachapi Basins, which it
files in the Kern County Superior Court; it does not prepare an annual report for the Brite Basin.
Groundwater pumping in the Brite Basin is not metered. The 2010 RUWMP estimated that native
groundwater extractions for agricultural purposes in the Brite Basin were equal to 235 acre-feet in the
year 2010. The first table uses that estimate for years 2009, 2011, and 2012; it uses the estimate in IRM
GTASCP Rev. WSA Table 4-6 for the years 2002 through 2008.

L-6 “2029, and 6,000 or more afy” cite District records, report or analysis

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “The District estimates that 12,000 or more afy will be
available to it about 50% of the time by the year 2029, and 6,000 or more afy approximately 90% of the
time.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-6, 2d 1], fourth sentence.) Figures 2-5 and 2-6 of the 2010 RUWMP are evidence
supporting this sentence. (Appendix N to the DREIR.)

*  The data in Table 2-14 for 2005 and 2010 reflects actual deliveries, rather than projections. (2010 RUWMP, p.

52)
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I"

L-6 “agricultural and municipa cite research showing septic tank leach field recharge

potential asserted

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “Other recharge sources are wastewater treatment
plants, applied agricultural and municipal water, and septic tank leach fields.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-6, 1st 9
under the heading, “Groundwater Recharge”.) Evidence supporting the sentence, including its reference
to septic tank leach fields, is provided by 2010 RUWMP § 2.2.6, p. 37, and GTASCP Final EIR, ch. 7, p. 7-
109 (Oct. 2010) (comment by Fugro West, Inc., adopted by the County of Kern). (Appendices N & P to
the DREIR.)

L-7 “multi-year, multi-phase” estimate year of completion

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “In July 2011, the City broke ground on a multi-year,
multi-phase project to upgrade and expand its existing WWTP facility.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-7, 2d €],
commencing in 4th line.) Full completion of the upgrade is years away, as stated in the text, and is not
relevant to the analysis. Completion of the second phase, which is relevant to the analysis, will be in
2014, as stated in the text at page IV.L-7. The source of this information is the City staff.

L-7 “wastewater, which it” provide copy of District-CCl contract to record

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “CCl and the District entered into a contract under which
the District will purchase tertiary-treated, disinfected effluent from CCl’s upgraded plant for a term of 25
years.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-7, 3d 9], 2d sentence.) The comment requests that the contract between the
District and CCl be included in the record of proceedings. The request is acknowledged, but is
prema’cure.5

L-7 “series of permanent” provide copy of City-GHCSD contract to record

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “The City also leases water rights from the Golden Hills
CSD on a year to year basis.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-7, 2d sentence under the heading, “Groundwater
Extraction”.) The comment requests that the City include a copy of one or more of the leases between
the City and Golden Hills CSD—which lease is not indicated—in the record of proceedings. The request is
acknowledged, but is premature.®

The sources of evidence supporting the statement are 2010 RUWMP § 2.3.1.3, p. 47, & Table 2-45 (Appendix N
to the DREIR), and Order R5-2011-0027 issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley
Region, to the District (available online at

http://www.swrch.ca.qov/rwqcb5/board decisions/adopted orders/kern/r5-2011-0027.pdf (Sep. 8, 2013)).
This course of dealing has gone on for a number of years. It is well-documented in the 2010 RUWMP (Appendix
N to the DREIR)—for example, in Table 2-16—and in annual watermaster reports for the Tehachapi Basin filed
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L-8 “The renewal agreement” provide record of all public records of COT-TCCWD
renewal agreement negotiation to date

The comment concerns the paragraph on page IV.L-8 of the DREIR that commences with the sentence,
“The renewal agreement will likely have two important new features.” In the paragraph indicated, the
text describes important new terms that the future renewal agreement between the City and the
District is likely to contain. The comment appears to ask the City to include all public records of renewal
negotiations between the City and the District in the record of proceedings. The request is
acknowledged, but is premature.

L-10 “In 2010, the City” document current as well as 2010 COT water
connections number, and characterize: e.g., multi-unit
buildings served with one “connection,” how counted,
billed, etc.

In pertinent part, the sentence to which the comment refers is, “In 2010, the City of Tehachapi served a
population of 8,673, with 2,950 water service connections .....” (DREIR, p. IV.L-10, fn. omitted, italics
added.) This is also the number of service connections stated on page IV.L-6 of the Prior DEIR. The 2010
RUWMP gives the number of service connections as 2,965 (at § 4.1.1, p. 121 [Appendix N to the DREIR]).
The City’s staff advises that the total number of service connections is currently less than 2,950.
(Information provided by David James, Director of Community Development, City of Tehachapi (Sep. 4,
2013).)

The commenter also requests that the service connections be characterized, including a breakdown of
the number of service connections for various uses, and requests an explanation of how service
connections are counted and billed. An EIR need not include all information that may be available on a
subject; instead, CEQA simply requires that the public and public agencies be presented with adequate
information to ensure that decisions are informed, and therefore balanced. (Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v.
Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 748.) The requested information is not
germane to any issue addressed in section IV.L.2 of the DREIR and is not necessary in order for the
public to discern the analytic route the City traveled from evidence to action; hence it is not
appropriately included in the REIR.

L-10 “system is currently” document assertion that “system ... is in good repair”

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “Tehachapi’s distribution system is currently adequate to
serve existing customers and is in good repair.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-10, 5th sentence in paragraph following
the heading, “Water Distribution Infrastructure”.) The City construes the comment as asking for the
evidence supporting the statement that the City’s water distribution system is in good repair. The

by the District with the Kern County Superior Court. Each lease between the City and Golden Hills CSD is for no
more than one year.

Tehachapi Walmart Il. Comment Letters and Responses
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page 11-88



City of Tehachapi November 2013

evidence consists of oral communications with the City staff, confirmed in writing by Jon Curry, Utility
Manager, City of Tehachapi, in a written memo dated September 5, 2013.

L-12  “Among other things, the plan” cite where TRUWMP makes consistent water supply
conclusions

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “Among other things, the plan concludes that each of the
three adjudicated groundwater basins is capable of providing a consistent water supply independent of
drought, provided that pumping stays reasonably close to the adjudicated safe yield plus any stored
SWP water.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-12, sentence immediately preceding the heading, “The Water Conservation
Act of 2009 (Water Code § 10608 & following)”.)

Water Code section 10631(c)(1) requires an urban water management plan to “describe the reliability of
the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal or climatic shortage, to the extent practicable,” and to
provide data for an average water year, a single dry water year, and multiple dry water years. The 2010
RUWMP (Appendix N to the DREIR) provides this analysis on a regional basis that includes each of the
region’s four principal M&I retailers and all four of its groundwater basins, including the adjudicated
Tehachapi Valley, Cummings Valley, and Brite Valley basins.

Sections 2.3 through 2.5 of the 2010 RUWMP support the conclusion quoted above.
Regarding the Tehachapi Basin, the 2010 RUWMP states:

Tehachapi Basin is managed under an adjudication and pumping is kept within the
basin’s safe yield. An investigation in 2009 (Fugro, 2009) found that with continued
operation of the existing conjunctive use programs (delivery of SWP water to the area),
the basin would operate satisfactorily through 2023 (beyond 2023 was not evaluated)
with a maximum annual SWP delivery need of 3,300 AF (16.5 percent of the 20,000 AF
maximum TCCWD SWP Table A contract amount). That said, development of an
additional recharge basin would be beneficial in order to create additional groundwater
storage for multiyear droughts.

Based on Fugro’s analysis, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater pumping
guantities in the Tehachapi Basin could be sustained during a 3-year drought within a
19-year future simulation analysis through 2023. This 3-year stoppage of deliveries
represents a hypothetical future scenario in which TCCWD is unable to acquire SWP
water due to some extreme circumstance (conveyance system disaster, natural
disaster).

(2010 RUWMP § 2.3.1.2, at p. 45 [Appendix N to the DREIR].)
Regarding the Cummings Basin, the 2010 RUWMP states:

A groundwater study of Cummings Basin (Fugro 2004) reviewed the impact of a number
of scenarios. []]] One of the Scenarios (#2) in that investigation analyzed the impact of a
five-year drought, replicating the rain fall [sic] of 1959 through 1963 combined with
ongoing pumping. Groundwater levels did decline significantly and the changes
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extended over the entire 21-year model period. That said, groundwater extraction
guantities were sustained during the modeled five-year drought.

Based on Fugro’s analysis, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater pumping
quantities in the Cummings Basin could be sustained during a 3-year drought.

(2010 RUWMP § 2.3.1.2, at p. 46.)
Concerning the Brite Valley Basin, the 2010 RUWMP states:

Current groundwater production is only 66 percent of the safe yield determined in the
1970 Judgment. Groundwater levels are stable in the basin. Therefore, no reliability
issues are expected to create constraints on supply from Brite Valley Basin.

(2010 RUWMP § 2.3.1.2, at p. 46.)
In section 2.5.2, the 2010 RUWMP concludes:

The projections of a single-dry year supply through the year 2040 show a supply of 76
percent to 100 percent of normal supply. Dry-year supply increases over time as the
agencies gradually place water in storage and as that goal increases with growth. The
projections show that single-dry-year supply exceeds normal year demand in all years
beginning in 2015. Were there a moderate shortage, the recovery of stored SWP water
would remedy the shortage.

(2010 RUWMP, p. 62.)
In section 2.5.3, the 2010 RUWMP provides:

Multiple-dry-year supply increases over time as the agencies gradually place water in
storage to meet their storage goal and as that goal increases with growth. The
projections show that supply exceeds normal year demand during any three-year
drought. In a three-year drought ending in 2015, supply exceeds normal-year demand
by 33, 35 and 29 percent in the first through third year of the drought. In a drought
ending in 2040, supply exceeds normal-year demand by 37, 41 and 39 percent.

(2010 RUWMP, p. 63.)

The plan’s conclusions are consistent with the conclusions reached in IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA (Appendix
Q to the DREIR; see p. 60).

L-12 “and the four CSDs” cite TRUWMP four agencies use projections

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “Targeted total combined water use by the four agencies
for M&I purposes would be 5,536 afy in 2015 and 5,756 afy in 2020.” (DREIR, last sentence on p. IV.L-
12.) As stated in the paragraph in which the sentence appears, the regional alliance’s targets for M&lI
water consumption are 185 gallons per capita per day in 2015, and 179 gallons per capita per day in
2020. (2010 RUWMP § 2.10 & Table 2-52 [Appendix N to the DREIR].) The projected combined
population of the four allied purveyors is 26,714 in the year 2015 and 28,709 in the year 2020. (2010
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RUWMP, Table 2-2.) The target M&I water usage for the year 2015 is equal to 185 gallons per capita per
day multiplied by a population of 26,714. This is equal to 4,942,090 gallons per day or 5,536 afy. The
target M&I water usage for the year 2020 is equal to 179 gallons per capita per day multiplied by a
population of 28,709. This is equal to 5,138,911 gallons per day or 5,756 afy.

L-20 “The City, the County of Kern” cite analysis for growth rates

The sentence to which the comment refers is, "The City, the County of Kern, and the District estimate
that the City’s population will grow at an average annual rate of two percent after the year 2010.”
(DREIR, p. IV.L-20, 1st 9.) For evidentiary support and analysis, see 2010 RUWMP §§ 2.1.6 & 4.1.6
(Appendix N to the DREIR) and GTASCP Final EIR § 7.4.1 (included in Appendix P to the DREIR). The 2010
RUWMP was jointly prepared by the District, the City, and the three CSDs.

L-23  “7,249 afy from the SWP” cite source and show calculation of 87% probability

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “The probability of the District’s being able to receive
7,249 afy from the SWP would not be appreciably higher than the existing 87% probability.” The
sentence should read, “The probability of the District’s being able to receive 7,249 afy from the SWP
would not be appreciably lower than the existing 87% probability.” This will be corrected in the Final
REIR.

The 87% probability was determined from the graph in Figure 2-5 of the 2010 RUWMP, based on the
curve for the year 2009. If the curve for the year 2029 is used instead, the District’s probability of
receiving the full amount of water is slightly less, but still above 85%. The existing 87% probability is for
7,210 acre-feet of SWP water. The project would require that the District receive an additional 39 afy. It
is apparent from the graph in Figure 2-5 that this modest increase in demand would not cause a
noticeable decrease in the District’s probability of receiving the full amount of SWP water required.

L-27 “of 30 afy, and it is doubtful” reference (TCCWD) reasoning that owner would be
denied a long-term contract for SWP with District

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “The land carries with it an Allowed Pumping Allocation of
30 afy, and it is doubtful that the project owner could acquire supplemental SWP water from the District
on a long-term basis.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-27, 6th sentence.) The statement concerns a listed project
identified as Plan Amendment No. 111, and reflected the opinion of the City staff. However, the
statement is moot. Jeffrey Ciachursky, the project proponent, permanently acquired additional water
rights with an Allowed Pumping Allocation of 51.333 afy from Tehachapi-ET Ventures, LLC. These water
rights are associated with two wells on land situated immediately northeast of the Ciachursky parcel.
(2012 Tehachapi Basin Report, Table 1 & Figures 1 & 3.) The project could satisfy its estimated
requirement for 50.4 afy from native groundwater without causing native groundwater extractions to
exceed the Basin’s adjudicated safe yield. In order to use native groundwater for the project, the
District would have to approve a change in the location of use, but the change in location would be
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slight. (2010 RUWMP, Appendix B, Amendment to Tehachapi Basin Judgment 9] 18. The 2010 RUWMP is
Appendix N to the DREIR.) If the District approved the change in location, there would be no need to
obtain additional SWP water to satisfy the project’s demand.

L-27  “525,364 gallons per day” cite/reference/provide calculations of “nonspecific
standard assumptions”

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “Table IV.L-5 in the Draft Prior EIR estimated the total
water consumption of the 14 projects on the list at 525,364 gallons per day (gpd), equal to
approximately 588 afy, based on nonspecific, standard assumptions that overstated their likely demand
for water.” (DREIR, p. IV.L-27, bottom 9], 1st sentence.) The source of the assumptions used for Table
IV.L-5 of the Prior EIR is Lockman & Associates, City of Tehachapi Water and Wastewater Development
Fee Study (June 1991).

L-27  “Engineer developed specific” provide calculations performed by [City of Tehachapi]
Engineer

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “As part of the City’s revised analysis, the City Engineer
developed specific estimates of the listed projects’ probable future water consumption under more
recent constraints such as The Water Conservation Act of 2009, previously described.” The Engineer’s
calculations are set forth in Table IV.L-7. The calculations are based on 300 gallons per day (gpd) per
equivalent dwelling unit (edu), which the Engineer determined to be average for the City of Tehachapi.
(E-mail dated June 6, 2013, from City Engineer Jay Schlosser to Community Development Director David
James.) For each listed project, the Engineer determined the number of units in the project, the number
of edu per actual or proposed unit, multiplied the total number of units per project by the edu per unit
to derive the total number of edu for the project, and multiplied that number by 300 gpd/edu to
estimate the project’s consumption. He then converted gpd to afy.

L-31  “physical capacity to accept” cite (TCCWD'’s) analysis, reasoning, report

The sentence to which the comment refers is, “This [8,745 afy] is more than the District has purchased
before, but is still only 45% of the District’s ‘Table A’ Amount, and is well within the District’s physical
capacity to accept and deliver.” The evidence for each fact in the sentence is as follows:

e The District’s “Table A” Amount is 19,300 afy. (2010 RUWMP § 2.2.4.1, p. 33 [Appendix N to the
DREIR]; IRM GTASCP Rev. WSA § 2.3.2, p. 20 [Appendix Q to the DREIR].)

e The District has never imported more than 45% of its Table A Amount. (2010 RUWMP § 2.2.4.1, p.
34.) The maximum amount of SWP water imported by the District from 2001 through 2012 is
7,886 acre-feet (in 2004), which is approximately 41% of the District’s Table A Amount.
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TCCWD SWP Water Imported by Year (in acre-feet)

Year 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

SWP Water
Imported (afy)

3,965 7,553 7,429 | 7,886 | 6,443 | 6,424 | 7,868 | 6,304 | 5,856 | 6,166 | 6,004 | 6,890

TCCWD SWP Water Imported by Year (afy)

(Sources: 1800 IRM Rev.
WSA, 900 Table 2-2;
Report of 0 TCCWD Ad
Hoc Water 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Rate Com.

(Feb. 20, 2013)

—O—SWP Water Imported (afy)

e Due to the physical limitations of its system, the District has the physical capacity to convey a
maximum of 15,200 afy to the Greater Tehachapi Area (approximately 79% of its Table A Amount),
assuming that the District’s main line runs full for the entire year. (2010 RUWMP § 2.3.1.1, p. 42.)
The District will deliver an estimated net 9,412 acre-feet of imported SWP water throughout the
GTA in a normal water year commencing in 2040. (2010 RUWMP Tables 2-13 & 2-14.) After taking
into account the District’s estimated system losses (Table 2-13), the District will import a gross
11,258 afy.” This is considerably more than the gross 8,745 afy needed to satisfy baseline water
demand plus the Proposed Project and the listed projects. Thus, it is evident that 8,745 afy, or any
amount up to and including 11,258 afy, will not exceed the District’s physical capacity.

79,412 net acre-feet + (1—0.164) = 11,258 gross acre-feet.
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LETTER NO. 6
INFORMAL COMMENTS

John Martin, General Manager
TEHACHAPI-CUMMINGS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
22901 Banducci Road

Tehachapi CA 93561

While the RDEIR was being circulated for public comment, the City consulted informally with the
District’s staff regarding Section IV.L.

Comment No. 6-1

Page IV.L-3, describing the principal terms of the judgment entered in the Tehachapi Basin groundwater
adjudication, says that the judgment “[p]rovided for additional domestic users to pump up to three
acre-feet per year ....” The City was asked for the source of this information.

Response to Comment No. 6-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the RDEIR. Although CEQA does not require a response, the City
reexamined the source documents—the judgment and the amendment to the judgment entered in the
Tehachapi Basin adjudication. The provision is not included in them. Accordingly, the statement is
deleted in the Final Revised EIR.

Comment No. 6-2

Page IV.L-38 states: “The table [IV.L-18 in the text] assumes that no water conservation measures are
undertaken to reduce demand ...” District staff noted that the Regional Urban Water Management
Plan’s estimate of the City’s demand for water assumed that the targets set by the Water Conservation
Act of 2009 would be met.

Response to Comment No. 6-2

The City agrees that the quoted statement can be clarified, as provided by the following:

e Page IV.L-38 erroneously refers to Table IV.L-18. The intended reference was to Table IV.L-19,
which immediately precedes the text. The text will be modified accordingly in the RFEIR.

e Table IV.L-19 assumes that the City undertakes no additional water conservation measures during
a single dry year occurring in 2015, 2020, or 2025 in order to present a conservative analysis of the
impact on the City’s and regional supplies.

Comment No. 6-3

Table IV.L-7 of the RDEIR estimated the future Tehachapi Hospital’s water consumption at 4 afy. Annual
consumption by the new hospital, as estimated in the mitigated negative declaration adopted by the
Tehachapi Valley Healthcare District, was 37.51 afy. In connection with the City’s annexation of the
project, the healthcare district permanently transferred Tehachapi Basin water rights to the City with an
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Allowed Pumping Allocation of 24.667 afy, pursuant to an Agreement for Water Rights Transfer between
the parties, dated Feb. 14, 2013. In light of these facts, the City was asked to revisit its estimate of the
hospital’s annual water consumption.

Response to Comment No. 6-3

The City agrees that reexamination of its estimate of the future hospital’s water consumption is
appropriate. The primary purpose of the Agreement was to provide for the transfer of sufficient water
rights to offset the project’s consumption in accordance with the City’s Water Entitlement Use Policy
described at page IV.L-17 of the RDEIR. The City determined that this amount is 24.667 afy, which is the
amount of Allowed Pumping Allocation transferred to the City under the Agreement. Consequently, the
estimated water consumption by the listed projects in Table IV.L-7 of the RDEIR is understated by 20.667
afy. Note that the City also understated its Allowed Pumping Allocation for the years 2013 and following
by omitting the 24.667 afy that it received from the healthcare district. The City’s revised Allowed
Pumping Allocation is 1,846.667 afy.

Comment No. 6-4

Table IV.L-7 of the RDEIR incorporates the City Engineer’s estimate of the average amount of water
consumed in gallons per day (gpd) per Equivalent Dwelling Unit (edu) in the City of Tehachapi to
estimate the water consumption of every listed project other than project no. 21 (Plan Amendment No.
111). The engineer’s estimate is 300 gpd/edu; the Prior EIR used an estimate of 470 gpd/edu for single
family homes. The City was asked to compare the lower ratio in the RDEIR with actual water
consumption data from three specific single family residential developments known as KB, Pannon, and
Alta.

Response to Comment No. 6-4

The Prior EIR’s estimate was based on the City of Tehachapi Water and Wastewater Development Fee
Study produced by Lockman & Associates in 1991, which has not been updated to reflect mandates such
as those in the The Water Conservation Act of 2009 and improvements in water conservation over the
intervening years. The City Engineer determined that 300 gpd/edu is the City average. However, water
consumption by the KB, Pannon, and Alta tracts, which include larger lot sizes, exceeds 300 gpd per
home. The average consumption by homes with water service in these developments is 441 gpd, as
summarized in the following table.
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Water Usage Summary Yr. 2012 for Alta, Pannon & KB Tracts

No. of Active Total GPD GPD/UNIT AFY

Units Yr 2012
Tract 6216 (Alta) 60 22,513 375 0.42
Tract 6212 (Pannon) 103 46,036 447 0.50
Tract 6215 (KB) 132 60,976 462 0.52
Source: City of Tehachapi 295 129,525 439 0.49

Tract 6062 is one of the listed residential projects, but was not singled out by the comment. 76 single-
family homes have been constructed in Tract 6062 and have active water connections. Many of the
homes in Tract 6062 are on lots that exceed 1/4 acre in size and consume correspondingly greater
amounts of City water. The average water consumption for a home in Tract 6062 during 2012—-2013 was
approximately 0.73 afy (or approximately 2.1 edu per home).!

If the five listed developments of single family homes are updated to reflect actual water usage by the
Alta, Pannon, and KB tracts at an average of 441 gpd per home (0.49 afy/home), and if the 119> homes
projected for Tract 6062 were deemed to consume 0.73 afy per home, the City’s resulting water
demand would increase by 137 afy, as summarized in the following table.

Revisions to Table IV.L-7’s Estimated Consumption by Single Family Homes

Revised Est.
No. |TablelIV.L-| Demand

Project Land Use | Units 7 (afy) (afy) Notes
Recorded & first building permit pulled in
Tract Map No. 6062 SFH 119 42 86 2003; 64% built; scaled up based on actual

consumption by 76 units

[Tract Map No. 6216 Recorded & 60 active units completed in

(Alta) SFH 384 129 188 2007; assumes 441 gpd/unit
Tent. Tract Map No. SFH 60 20 29 Dormant; assumes 441 gpd/unit
6497
Tent. Tract Map No. SEH 84 )8 a1 Down f.rom 95 units; dormant; assumes 441
6554 gpd/unit
ITent. Tract Map No.
6714 SFH 75 25 37 Dormant; assumes 441 gpd/unit
Total 722 245 382
Increase over Table IV.L-7; 137

If the listed projects’ estimated water consumption is increased by 137 afy for the single-family homes
and 21 afy for the Tehachapi Hospital (see the City’s response to Comment 1-3), that does not cause a
significant or substantially increased impact on the water supply. After the increased demand is adjusted

Yin contrast, available water consumption data for completed commercial and multi-family projects indicates that
Table IV.L-7’s estimates for these types of listed projects are not too low.

? The project contained 120 lots for single family homes, not 125 as reported in Table IV.L-7. The City acquired one
of the vacant lots for municipal purposes in 2009.
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to account for the estimated 7.55% in system losses and reduced by the additional 25 afy of Allowed
Pumping Allocation transferred to the City, the City would require 147 additional afy of SWP water.? The
City’s revised aggregate demand for SWP water (616 afy) would not exceed the City’s firm entitlement
to 1,153 afy for current consumption. Therefore, no additional or expanded entitlements would be
necessary. Regional demand would be increased by the same 147 afy on account of the listed projects
within the City. After adjustment for losses within the District’s system, the District would require 8,921
afy in order to satisfy 100% of the normal water year regional demand, rather than the 8,745 afy
estimated by the RDEIR. This is about a two percent increase in the necessary amount of SWP water,
and the increase is less than one percent of the District’s Table A entitlement. The City’s annual
obligation to purchase and add SWP water to its Banked Water Reserve Account would be increased to
181 afy. As explained in the text of the RDEIR, the City has already been purchasing and banking 200 afy
in recent years. The City could weather two consecutive dry years without adding another drop to
storage or receiving any additional SWP water. The City would require 582 acre-feet of SWP water in the
third year of a three-year drought, which is 441 acre-feet more than the estimate in Table IV.L-12 of the
RDEIR, assuming that no water was added to storage after the year 2012; however, the District’s supply
of current and stored SWP water would greatly exceed this amount, and the City would be entitled to
receive the amount under its Term M&I Agreement. Thus, the increase is not substantial, and the
cumulative impact on water supplies would not be rendered significant as a result. The impact would be
reduced as the City added more SWP water to storage, as envisioned by the District’s new form of Term
M&I Agreement.

The effects are set forth in greater detail below.

Thus, [137 + (1 - 0.0755)] + [(25 - 4) + (1 - 0.0755)] - 25 = 146. In reality, the terms in the equation are not
whole numbers, and when fractions are taken into account, the answer rounds to 147. The quantity 25 minus 4
is the change in the listed projects’ water consumption caused by increasing the estimate for the hospital from
4 afy to 25 afy. The minus 25 term reflects the offsetting increase in the City’s Allowed Pumping Allocation
resulting from the water rights received from the hospital district; the additional water rights decrease the
City’s demand for SWP water.
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APPENDIX TO RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 6-4

Increase in Estimated Water Consumption of SFH Developments & Tehachapi Hospital in Table IV.L-7

Table Table
No. IV.L-7 IV.L-7
Project Land Use Units Units AFY |Revisions Notes
Recorded & first building
permit pulled in 2003; 64%
Tract Map No. 6062 SFH Dwelling Units 119 42 86  |built; scaled up based on
actual consumption by 76
units
Recorded & first permit
[Tract Map No. 6216 (Alta) [SFH Dwelling Units 3841 129 188 |pulled in 2007; 60 active
units; assumes 441 gpd/unit
D t; 441
Tent. Tract Map No. 6497  [SFH Dwelling Units 60 20 29 | ormant;assumes
gpd/unit
[Tract Map No. 6507 Condo Dwelling Units 96 16 16 No change in est. Ma?p‘
recorded, but no activity
Down from 95 units;
Tent. Tract Map No. 6554  [SFH Dwelling Units 84 28 41 dormant; assumes 441
gpd/unit
D ; 441
Tent. Tract Map No. 6714  [SFH Dwelling Units 75| 25 37 [Pormant; assumes
gpd/unit
Reflects Estimated Water
Usage Measured by Hospital
Tehachapi Hospital Hospital Beds 25 4 25 District’s Transfer of Pumping
Rights; Building Permit pulled
in 2013
Mill Street Retail Center Retail 1,000 SF 37 9 9 No change in estimate
M?mOtt Fairfield Inn & Hotel Rooms 83 8 8 No change in estimate
Suites
Global Premier Apts. Apt. Units 81 14 14  |No change in estimate
Development
Aspen Street Architects Med. Ofc. 1,000 SF 66 15 15 No change in estimate
Tehachapi Junction Retail 1,000 SF 22 5 5 No change in estimate
Tehachapi Marketplace Retail 1,000 SF 159 39 39 |Nochange in estimate
O’Reilly Auto Parts Retail 1,000 SF 7 1 1 No change in estimate
Tehachapi Inn Hotel Rooms 72| 7 7 No change in estimate
Dollar General Retail Retail 1,000 SF 21 2 2 No change in estimate
Four Seasons Retail Center [Retail 1,000 SF 16 4 4 No change in estimate
IAdministration Building Govt. 1,000 SF 7 1 1 No change in estimate
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Table Table
No. IV.L-7 IV.L-7
Project Land Use Units Units AFY |Revisions Notes
Support Building Govt. 1,000 SF 9 1 1|No change in estimate
Total inside City: 371 530
Excludes Walmart Increase over Table IV.L-7: 159

(1] [2]

(3]

Row  Quantity Being Determined DREIR  Source in DREIR & Explanation

(4] [5]
Revised [4] - [2]

City of Tehachapi Cumulative

1 Ty p— Pages IV.L-30 to -31
Table IV.L-7. Includes Golden Hills
» Mixed Use & Plan Amendment No.
111, which are outside of the City
Total Listed Projects’ Demand 425 limits. See Rows 19 & 20 604 179
3 Total Listed Projects’ Demand
within the City of Tehachapi 371 Table IV.L-7 530 159
Inside-City Listed Projects’
4 Demand Adjusted to Account
for City’s 7.55% System Losses 401 = Row 3 + 0.9245 573 172

Walmart Project’s Demand for
Potable Water 27 Page IV.L-30

Walmart’s Potable Water
6 Demand Adjusted to Account

for City’s 7.55% System Losses 29 =Row 5+ 0.9245
7 City’s Baseline Demand for
Water 1,981 Page IV.L-21
3 City’s Required Water Supply
in Excess of Baseline Demand 430 = Row 4 + Row 6 (Page IV.L-30)
9 City’s Cumulative Total
Demand for Water 2,411 = Row 7 + Row 8 (Page IV.L-30)
10 Increase in City’s Water Supply
Due to WWTP Upgrade in 2014 120 Page IV.L-31
Pages IV.L-7 & -40. Revised
11 projections reflect transfer of
City’s Allowed Pumping
Allocation 1,822 Allocation to the City
12 City’s Excess Cumulative =Row 9 - Row 10 - Row 11
Demand 469 (Page IV.L-30)
13 Ceiling on City’s Firm SWP

Supply 1,153 Page IV.L-30

27 No change

29 No change

1,981 No change

602 172

2,583 172

120 No change

Hospital District’s Allowed Pumping

1,847 25

616 147

1,153 No change
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[1] (3] (4] [5]
Row  Quantity Being Determined Source in DREIR & Explanation Revised [4] - [2]
14 Available Supply Minus
Demand 684 = Row 13 — Row 12 537  -147
15 Cumulative Regional Demand Table IV.L-8
16 Baseline Regional Demand 16,222 Table IV.L-8 & Page IV.L-21 16,222 No change
City’s Projected Excess
17 Demand (System Losses
Included) 469 Table IV.L-8; = Row 12 616 147
18 Walmart Project’s Demand for Page IV.L-22. DREIR should have
Nonpotable Water 3included 3 afy of nonpotable water 3 No change
Golden Hills Mixed Use Project
19
(System Losses Included) 24 Table IV.L-7 & -8 24 No change
Table IV.L-7 & -8; Satisfied by
Pumping Native Groundwater
20 Under an Allowed Pumping
Allocation. See response to
Plan Amendment No. 111 30 comment no. 5-21 50 20
21 Total Regional Demand for 16,748 Table 1V.L-8; = Sum of Rows 16 to 16,915 167
Water 20; given as 16,745 in the DREIR
22 Reglonall Baseline Supply Less Table IV.L-9
Cumulative Demand
23 Native Groundwater 10,714 Table IV.L-9 10,714 No change
24 Recycled Water 950 Table IV.L-9 950 No change
25 TCCWD’s Baseline Net Water
Supply 6,815 Table IV.L-9 & Page IV.L-23 6,815 No change
2 Total Regional Baseline Supply 18,479 Table IV.L-9; = Sum of Rows 23 to 18,479
25 No change
27 Regional Baseline Supply
Minus Cum. Demand 1,731 = Row 26 — Row 21 1,564 -167
TCCWD’s SWP Water
28 Requirements in a Normal Page IV.L-31
Water Year
29 TCCWD'’s Baseline Regional
Water Deliveries 6,815 = Row 25 6,815 No change
Page IV.L-31 & fn. 42; = Sum of
Rows 17 to 19; Excludes Plan
30 Amendment No. 111 Because
Combined Demand for SWP Demand Will Be Satisfied by
Water by Walmart and the Existing Allowed Pumping
Listed Projects 496 Allocation 643 147
31 TCCWD’s Required Water 7,311 Page IV.L-31 & fn. 42; = Row 29 + 7,458 147
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Row

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47
48

49

(1]
Quantity Being Determined
Deliveries with Walmart &
Listed Projects

Additional SWP Water
Necessary to Offset System
Losses

Total SWP Water Required by

TCCWD in a Normal Water Year

with Walmart & Listed Projects
Included

Total SWP Requirement as a

Percentage of TCCWD’s Table A

entitlement

TCCWD’s SWP Supply in a
Normal Year

Normal Year SWP Supply

[2] [31

DREIR  Source in DREIR & Explanation

Row 30

1,434 = (Row 31 + 0.836) — Row 31

8,745 = Row 31 + Row 32

45.31% = Row 33 + 19,300 afy

11,773 Page IV.L-32

= Row 35 — Row 333. The DREIR
inadvertently stated the margin of

[4] [5]
Revised [4] - [2]

1,463 29
8,921 176

46.22% 0.91%

11,773 No change

Minus Demand for SWP Water 3,028 safety as 1,097 af. 2,852 -176
City of Tehacl'mapl's Required Table IV.L-10

Annual Contribution to Storage

City’s Maximum Average SWP

Water Demand 469 Table IV.L-10; = Row 12 616 147
Banked Water Reserve

Account Balance Required 2,345 Table IV.L-10; = Row 38 x 5 3,080 735

Current Amount in Storage as
of Jan. 2013

Amount Needed to Satisfy

1,266 Table IV.L-10

1,266 No change

BWRA 1,079 Table IV.L-10; = Row 39 — Row 40 1,814 735
Annual Contribution 108 Table IV.L-10; = Row 41 + 10 181 74
City of Tehachapi Supply & Page IV.L-32 & Table IV.L-11;

Demand in a Single Dry Year Demand Is Business as Usual

City’s Allowed Pumping

Allocation 1,822 Table IV.L-11; = Row 11 1,847 25

Substitution of Treated Water
in WWTP

Recovery of Stored SWP Water
Total Supply
Total Demand

Remainder in Storage

120 Table IV.L-11; = Row 10

Table IV.L-11; = Row 48 - Row 44 -
469 Row 45 if the result is < 1,266

2,411 Table IV.L-11; = Sum of Rows 44-46

2,411 Table IV.L-11; = Row 9

Conservatively assumes no water is
added to storage after 2012; =
797 1,266 - Row 46

120 No change

616 147
2,583 172
2,583 172

650 -147
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(1]

Quantity Being Determined

[2]

Row DREIR

(3]
Source in DREIR & Explanation

[4]

Revised

[5]
[4]-[2]

Regional Supply & Demand in a

Page IV.L-32 & Table IV.L-11;

>0 Single Dry Year Demand Is Business as Usual
51 State Water Project (Net of
System Losses) 968 Table IV.L-11 968 No change
52 Native Groundwater 10,714 Table IV.L-11 10,714 No change
53 Recycled Water (CCI) 950 Table IV.L-11 950 No change
54 Table IV.L-11; = Row 56 - Sum of
Recovery of Stored SWP Water 4,116 Rows 51-53 4,283 167
55 Total Regional Supply 16,748 Table IV.L-11; = Sum of Rows 51 to 16,915 167
54
56 Total Regional Demand 16,748 Table IV.L-11; = Row 21 16,915 167
City of Tehac.hapl Supply & Pages IV.L-33 & -34; Table IV.L-12; Conservatlvel}/ assumes
57 Demand During a Three-Year . that no water is added to
Demand Is Business as Usual
Drought storage after Yr. 2012
58 Year1l
59 City’s Allowed Pumping
Allocation 1,822 Table IV.L-12; = Row 11 1,847 25
60 Substitution of Treated
Water in WWTP 120 Table IV.L-12; = Row 10 120 No change
61 Recovery of Stored SWP Table IV.L-12; = Row 64 — Row 59
Water 469 -Row 60, if result < 1,266 616 147
Delivery of Current SWP
62 Water/Return Flows by
TCCWD 0 TablelV.L-12 0 No change
63 Total Supply 2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of Rows 60 to 2,583 172
63
64 Total Demand 2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Row 9 2,583 172
=1,266 - Row 62 if result > 0, and
65 otherwise 0; conservatively
assumes no water is added to
In Storage at End of Year 1 797 storage after 2012 650 -147
66 Year2
67 City’s Allowed Pumping
Allocation 1,822 Table IV.L-12; = Row 11 1,847 25
68 Substitution of Treated
Water in WWTP 120 Table IV.L-12; = Row 10 120 No change
Table IV.L-12; if Row 65 = Row 72
69 — Row 67 — Row 68, then = Row
Recovery of Stored SWP 72 — Row 67 — Row 68; if not, =
Water 469 1,266 — Row 65 616 147
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(1]

Row  Quantity Being Determined

Delivery of Current SWP

70
Water/Return Flows by
TCCWD

1 Total Supply

72 Total Demand

73

In Storage at End of Year 2
74  Year3
City’s Allowed Pumping

75 Allocation

76 Substitution of Treated
Water in WWTP
Recovery of Stored SWP

77
Water

Delivery of Current SWP
78 Water/Return Flows by
TCCWD

79 Total Supply

80 Total Demand

[2] (3] (4] [5]
DREIR  Source in DREIR & Explanation Revised [4] - [2]

Table IV.L-12; if Sum of Rows 67
to 69 < Row 72, then = Row 72 —
Sum of Rows 67 to 69; if not, then

0O o 0 0
2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of Rows 68 to 2,583 172
71
2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Row 9 2,583 172

= Row 66 — Row 70 if > 0, and
otherwise 0; conservatively
assumes no water is added to

328 storage after 2012 34 -294
1,822 Table|IV.L-12; =Row 11 1,847 25

120 Table IV.L-12; = Row 10 120 No change

328 See Year 2 34 -294

141 SeeYear2 582 441

2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of rows 75 to 2,583 172

78
2,411 Table IV.L-12; = Row 9 2,583 172

= Row 73 - Row 77 if >0, otherwise

81 0; conservatively assumes no water
In Storage at End of Year 3 0is added to storage after 2012 0 No change
82 Regional Supply & Demand Pages IV.L-33 & -34; Table IV.L-12;

During a Three-Year Drought

Demand Is Business as Usual

83 Yearl

84 SWP (Net of System Losses)
85 Groundwater Basins

86 Recycled Water (CCl)

Recovery of Stored SWP
Water

88 Total Supply

89 Total Demand

90 Year2

91 SWP (Net of System Losses)
92 Groundwater Basins

93 Recycled Water (CCl)

87

3,550 Table IV.L-12 3,550 No change
10,714 Table IV.L-12 10,714 No change
950 Table IV.L-12 950 No change
Table IV.L-12; = Row 89 - Sum of

1,534 Rows 84—-86 1,701 167

16,748 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of Rows 84—87 16,915 167

16,748 Table IV.L-12; = Row 21 16,915 167
4,356 Table IV.L-12 4,356 No change
10,714 Table IV.L-12 10,714 No change
950 Table IV.L-12 950 No change
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[1] [2] (3] (4] [5]
Row  Quantity Being Determined DREIR  Source in DREIR & Explanation Revised [4] - [2]
94 Recovery of Stored SWP Table IV.L-12; = Row 96 - Sum of
Water 728 Rows 91-93 895 167
95 Total Supply 16,748 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of Rows 91-94 16,915 167
96 Total Demand 16,748 Table IV.L-12; = Row 21 16,915 167
97 VYear3
98 SWP (Net of System Losses) 4,195 Table IV.L-12 4,195 No change
99 Groundwater Basins 10,714 Table IV.L-12 10,714 No change
100 Recycled Water (CCl) 950 Table IV.L-12 950 No change
101 Recovery of Stored SWP Table IV.L-12; = Row 103 - Sum of
Water 889 Rows 98-100 1,056 167
102 Table IV.L-12; = Sum of Rows 98—
Total Supply 16,748 101 16,915 167
103 Total Demand 16,748 Table IV.L-12; = Row 21 16,915 167
Total Amount of Previously
Stored Water Extracted by the
104 District, City of Tehachapi, &
Golden Hills CSD During the
Three-Year Drought 3,151 Sum of Rows 87, 94, & 101 3,652 501

All numbers are in acre-ft per
yr unless otherwise indicated

Notable Assumptions

The table incorporates the following conservative assumptions that are worthy of notice:

e Assumption: the District is the only source for any water that the City requires in excess of its
Allowed Pumping Allocation and the savings resulting from its WWTP upgrade.

The City currently leases water on a year to year basis, although, as the demand for
water increases in the Tehachapi Basin, there are likely to be fewer leasing
opportunities. The City also acquired 24.667 acre-feet of Allowed Pumping Allocation on

a permanent basis in 2013.

e Assumption: the District and the City will not withdraw banked water except in times of shortages.

In reality, the District can substitute banked water for current SWP water or for native
groundwater that it wheels to certain water rights holders in the Tehachapi Basin.

e Assumption: both the City’s demand and the regional demand will not decrease during water
shortages.

In the event of an actual water shortage, voluntary or involuntary water conservation
measures would be implemented on a regional or agency-by-agency basis. Measures
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are described in section 2.7 of the 2010 RUWMP (Appendix N to the RDEIR). The goal of
these measures would be a reduction in demand.

e Assumption: the City will not add a drop of SWP water to its banked water supply after the year
2012.

In reality, the City intends to continue purchasing SWP water for banking purposes
whenever it becomes available, and will be required to do so once the City signs the
District’s new form of Term M&I Agreement following the expiration of its current

agreement.
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Ill. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS

The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the Tehachapi Walmart Revised
Environmental Impact Report (Revised EIR) in response to the comments received during the public
review period. Changes to the Revised EIR are listed by chapter and page number and new text is
provided in bold underline with strikeout of old text.

. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Under Introduction/Summary section, first paragraph, page I-2, the following text has been revised:

In order to comply with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment, the-City—wiH
prepare—a—document-thataddresses; the City will prepare a document that addresses
the cumulative water supply impacts, cumulative noise impacts and cumulative traffic
impact analyses the that were found to be deficient. The document will be called a
“Revised EIR.” Specifically, only the following sections, along with this
Introduction/Summary Section, will be recirculated as the Revised EIR:

Under Issues To Be Resolved section, page I-5, the following text has been revised:

Issues to be resolved are the eerrecting correction of the deficiencies described in the
Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment (as summarized above). Circulation of this
Draft Revised EIR will satisfy the court’s finding with respect to recirculation; and the
present analysis of cumulative off-site traffic noise impacts, including those at General
Plan buildout, will satisfy the court’s finding with regard to the City’s response to
Commissioner Wilson’s comment.

Under Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures section, introductory paragraph, page I-6, the
following text has been revised:

Table I-1 of the Prior EIR summarizes the various environmental impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Mitigation measures are
recommended for significant environmental impacts, and the level of impact
significance after mitigation is also identified. Table I-1 is revised in the following
respects (only).

Summary Table, under the last two paragraphs for I. Noise, Cumulative Impacts, Mobile Source, of the
Revised EIR, impact column, page I-10 and I-11 have been revised as follows:

When a significant cumulative impact is identified, an EIR is required to determine
whether the contribution of the proposed project to the significant cumulative impact is
“considerable” and, therefore, also significant. Because a significant cumulative impact
could occur as a result of several project impacts that would otherwise be less than
significant on an individual basis, the threshold for determining a substantial
contribution should be lower than an individual project impact. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and
probable future projects. If the traffic noise caused by the proposed project is added to
baseline noise plus the noise produced by other cumulative projects, the significance of
the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative noise can be evaluated under criteria
established by the Federal Transit Administration. When these criteria are applied, the
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project’s impacts are less than cumulatively considerable with respect to Tucker Road
north of Tehachapi Boulevard, Tucker Road south of Valley Boulevard, Tucker Road
north of Conway Avenue, Red Apple Avenue west of Tucker Road, Valley Boulevard east

of Sierra Vista Drive, Valley Boulevard west of Mountain View Avenue, Valley Boulevard
west of Curry Street, and Curry Street south of Valley Boulevard. As to these roadway
segments, the proposed project’s impact is not cumulatively significant

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

. NOISE

The text in the last paragraph on page IV.L-8 and the first paragraph, last sentence, on page IV.L-
9 is revised as follows:

The average daily noise levels along the study area roadway segments are presented in Table
IV.l-2, Existing (2009) Roadway Noise Levels Offsite. Trains are the primary source of noise
affecting commercial uses along Tehachapi Boulevard from Mountain View Avenue east. Traffic
noise is a secondary source, adding an imperceptible amount to the total. Tehachapi is traversed
by a major railroad alignment, which enters the City from the northwest and descends
southeasterly toward Tehachapi Boulevard until the tracks are less than 200 feet to the north at
the Mill Street intersection. The tracks then run parallel to Tehachapi Boulevard until they exit
the City to the east. Train noise contributes 65 to 67 dBA to the Ly, value for the three two
roadway segments in the study area along Tehachapi Boulevard between Mountain View
Avenue and South Mill Street. The traffic noise contribution is 0.1 to 1.1 dBA.

Table IV.I-2, page IV.I-9, has been revised as follows:

Table IV.I-2
Existing (2009) Roadway Noise Levels Offsite

Existing Land Uses Located

Roadway Roadway Segment Along Roadway Segment dBA CNEL
North of Tehachapi Boulevard Residential 632 64.0

Tucker Road North of Conway Avenue Re5|dent|.al 63.6

North of Valley Boulevard Commercial 65.3

South of Valley Boulevard Residential 63.6

Red Apple Avenue West of Tucker Road Residential 66.1
. West of Mountain View Avenue Commercial 66-461.3
Tehachapi Boulevard - - =
West of Mill Street Commercial (Hotel) 678 61.5

East of Golden Hills Boulevard Residential 58.4

East of Sierra Vista Drive Residential 64.0

Valley Boulevard — - -

West of Mountain View Avenue Residential 69.9

West of Curry Street Residential 71.0

Curry Street South of Valley Boulevard Residential 61.8
Mulberry Street South of Tehachapi Boulevard Commercial (Hotel) 66-153.1
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Table IV.I-2
Existing (2009) Roadway Noise Levels Offsite
Existing Land Uses Located
Roadway Roadway Segment Along Roadway Segment dBA CNEL

Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Final Traffic Impact Analysis Report,
WalMart, February 24, 2010.

Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF _/UPRR Mojave

Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.

Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, J#re November 2013. Calculation data and results provided

in Appendix M.

The text in the third full paragraph, page IV.l-17, has been revised as follows:

The complex shapes of the curves are based on documented criteria and research into
human response to community noise. The horizontal axis in Figure 3-2 IV.I-2 is the
baseline noise exposure, while the vertical axis is the incremental increase in ambient
noise caused by the project. Within the “No Impact” area of Figure 3-2 IV.I-2, the impact
caused by a project is not significant. As the existing level of baseline noise increases
from left to right on the horizontal axis, the total allowable increase in ambient noise
becomes progressively smaller until it effectively reaches zero. At approximately 80 dBA,
any increase in noise is significant.

Table IV.1-4, page IV.1-20, has been revised as follows:

Table IV.I-4
Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Baseline + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase | Standard? Excessive?

Tucker Road north of 1 o o vial | 63.2.64.0 63.664.3 0.40.3 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard - - -
Tucker Road north of | o o via 63.6 64.5 0.9 No No
Conway Avenue
Tucker Roadnorth of | ooy 65.3 66.3 1.1 No No
Valley Boulevard
Tucker Road south of | o\ ) 63.6 64.0 0.4 No No
Valley Boulevard
Red Apple Avenue Residential 66.1 66.9 0.8 No No
west of Tucker Road
Tehachapi Boulevard
west of Mountain Commercial 66-461.3 66-762.1 830.8 No No
View Avenue
Tehachapi Boulevard | 1 | 678615 67-9 62.0 0-10.5 No No
west of Mill Street — —
Valley Boulevard east
of Golden Hills Residential 58.4 58.9 0.5 No No
Boulevard
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Table IV.I-4
Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts
Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Baseline + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase | Standard? Excessive?

Valley Boulevard east | oo vial 64.0 64.5 0.5 No No
of Sierra Vista Drive
Valley Boulevard west
of Mountain View Residential 69.9 70.6 0.7 No No
Avenue
Valley Boulevard west | oo ntial 71.0 71.8 0.9 No No
of Curry Street
Curry Street south of | i tial 61.8 62.6 0.8 No No
Valley Boulevard
Mulberry Street south
of Tehachapi Commerecial 66-153.1 66-153.1 0.0 No No
Boulevard
Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.
Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis
Report, WalMart, February 24, 2010.
Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF _/UPRR Mojave
Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.
Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, june November 2013. Calculation data and results are
provided in Appendix M.

Table IV.1-6, page IV.1-25, has been revised as follows:

Table IV.I-6

Cumulative Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts (Listed Projects & Walmart)

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL

Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Future + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment | Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? Excessive?
Tucker Road north of Res. | 63.264.0 | 65:0-65.8 18 No-Yes Yes
Tehachapi Boulevard - - -
Tucker Road north of Conway Res. 63.6 65.4 19 Yes Yes
Avenue
Tucker Road north of Valley Com. 653 677 24 No No
Boulevard
Tucker Road south of Valley Res. 63.6 65.7 20 Yes Yes
Boulevard
Red Apple Avenue west of Res. 66.1 68.1 2.0 No No-Yes
Tucker Road -
Tehachapi Boulevard west of Com. | 664613 | 670633 | 072.0 No No
Mountain View Avenue - — -
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Table IV.I-6
Cumulative Project Roadway Noise Level Impacts (Listed Projects & Walmart)

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses Exceedance
Along Baseline Future + of Substantial
Roadway Traffic Project Applicable or
Roadway Segment Segment | Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? Excessive?

Tehachapi Boulevard west of Com. | 678615 | 68.263.3 | 042.0 No No
Mill Street - - -
Valley Boulevard east of
Golden Hills Boulevard Res. >84 60.2 18 No No
Valley Boulevard east of Res. 64.0 65.8 1.8 Yes Yes
Sierra Vista Drive
valley Boulevard west of Res. 69.9 71.8 19 No Yes
Mountain View Avenue
Valley Boulevard west of Res. 71.0 73.4 25 No Yes
Curry Street
Curry Street south of Valley Res. 618 64.4 27 No Yes
Boulevard
Mulberry Street south of Com. |66153.1| 66:154.4 | 0013 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard

NA=Notapplicable:

Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.

Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis
Report, WalMart, February 24, 2010.

Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF_/UPRR Mojave
Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.

Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, ##ae November 2013. Calculation data and results are
provided in Appendix M.

Table IV.1-9, page IV.I-32, has been revised as follows:

Table IV.1-9
Year 2009 to General Plan Buildout Roadway Noise Level Impacts

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses General Exceedance
Along Baseline Plan of
Roadway Traffic Buildout Applicable Substantial
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? | or Excessive?
Tucker Road north of Res. 63.264.0 | 64-265.2 1012 No No
Tehachapi Boulevard
Tucker Road north of Res. 63.6 63.5 0.0 No No
Conway Avenue
Tucker Road north of | 65.3 64.7 0.6 No No
Valley Boulevard
Tucker Road south of Res. 63.6 60.8 2.9 No No
Valley Boulevard
Tehachapi Walmart lll. Corrections and Additions
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Table IV.I-9

Year 2009 to General Plan Buildout Roadway Noise Level Impacts

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL
Existing Cause
Land Uses General Exceedance
Along Baseline Plan of
Roadway Traffic Buildout Applicable Substantial
Roadway Segment Segment Volumes Traffic Increase Standard? | or Excessive?

Tehachapi Boulevard
west of Mountain Com. 66-461.3 681 65.4 +74.0 No No
View Avenue
Valley Boulevard
west of Mountain Res. 69.9 75.6 5.7 No Yes
View Avenue
Curry Street south of Res. 61.8 65.8 4.0 Yes Yes
Valley Boulevard

Note: Increase may appear not to add properly due to rounding in the noise level model.

Roadway Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Braft Final Traffic Impact Analysis
Report, WalMart, February 24, 2010.

Railway Information Source: State of California, Department of Transportation, BNSF_/UPRR Mojave

Subdivision Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2013.

Table Source: Cadence Environmental Consultants, J#ae November 2013. Calculation data and results are
provided in Appendix M.

K. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The text in the first paragraph, page IV.K-1, has been revised as follows:

For Transportation/Traffic, the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment only
required the City to take the appropriate action to comply with CEQA with respect to
the findings as to the Cumulative Traffic Impacts and mitigation measures.
Accordingly, the transportation and traffic analysis in Section IV.K. of the Draft Prior EIR
is revised in the following respects only. The revisions herein also supersede the
revisions to Section IV.K. made by the Final Prior EIR. The headings below track the

headings in Section IV.K. of the Draft Prior EIR and are inserted for convenience.

L. UTILITIES

2. Water

The fourth bullet item on page IV.L-3 is deleted as follows:

California does not have a statewide program to manage groundwater or a State
Rather, groundwater in California is managed by

groundwater management statute.

local agencies under the authority of the California Water Code and a number of court
decisions. Rights to native groundwater within the Tehachapi Basin were established in
the 1970s in an adjudication brought by the District in the Kern County Superior Court.
An amendment to the judgment in 1973 established a physical solution for the Basin,

Il. Corrections and Additions
Page IlI-6

Tehachapi Walmart
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report



City of Tehachapi November 2013

which was then in overdraft. A physical solution is a judicial remedy consisting of a plan
for groundwater management, designed to alleviate overdrafts and the consequent
depletion of groundwater supplies. Among other things, the judgment:

e Determined that the Basin’s annual safe yield is 5,500 acre-feet;*

e Allocated water rights among the parties and prohibited all persons other than the
parties and their respective successors and assigns from extracting groundwater
from the Basin;

e Established the maximum annual quantity (Allowed Pumping Allocation) of native
groundwater that each owner of base water rights could extract, with certain
exceptions, thereby limiting aggregate pumping to the Basin’s safe yield;

e Established an Exchange Pool under which the District could require certain
agricultural users to accept SWP water in lieu of native groundwater, so that other
parties could pump additional groundwater;

e Established necessary rules and regulations, and authorized the District to
promulgate additional rules;

¢ Prohibited the exportation of native groundwater from the Basin;

e Retained jurisdiction over the Basin, including the power to redetermine the safe
yield, modify the physical solution, and punish violations of the judgment or the
District’s rules.

Table IV.L-2, page IV.L-9 is revised to provide additional years 2011 and 2012 as follows:

Table IVI.L-2 Extended
City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand

2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 ( 2010 | 2011 | 2012
1,671(1,657|1,833 1,787 (1,946 ]1,835]2,070 2,266 2,178 | 2,132 | 1,958 | 2,000 | 2,206

Source: 2010 RUWMP Tables 2-16 & 4-12; City of Tehachapi Groundwater Production Report December
2012; Tehachapi Basin Watermaster Reports for Years 2009-2012

The text in the two paragraphs following Table 1V.L-19, on page IV.L-38 are revised as follows:

Fable\-18 Table IV.L-19 assumes that the City will continue its practice of the last
three years, and bank 200 afy during 2013 and 2014. From 2015 through 2040, the table
assumes that the City will comply with the Banked Water Reserve Account requirements
previously described.

FablePAL-18 Table IV.L-19 does not take into account the reduction in the City’s
demand for potable water which will result from the substitution of 120 afy of treated
effluent in the operation of the City’s WWTP. The table assumes that no water

! One acre-foot is the volume of water that would cover an area of one acre to a depth of one foot. It is

equivalent to approximately 325,851 gallons of water.

Tehachapi Walmart lll. Corrections and Additions
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conservation measures are undertaken to reduce demand, and further assumes that no
water rights are available for lease. The substitution of treated effluent or the leasing of
available water rights would reduce the amount of water that the City would have to

extract from storage.

The text in the last paragraph, last sentence, on page IV.L-27 is revised as follows:

The combined estimated water consumption of the original 14 projects is now 379 afy,
to which the seven additional projects would add 46 225 afy, bringing the combined
total to 425 604 afy. With the proposed project’s estimated water consumption
included, the cumulative increase would be 455 634 afy in regional water consumption,
and 398 577 afy in the City’s.

Table IV.L-7, Listed Related Projects and Cumulative Water Consumption, on page IV.L-29 is
revised as follows:

Table IV.L-7
List of Related Projects and Cumulative Water Consumption
Consumption
No. EDU Per No.

No. | Related Project Land Use Units Units Unit EDU GPD AFY
1. Tract Map No. 6062 SFH DU 125119 1.00 25 37560 42
119 76,786 86
2. Tract Map No.6216 SFH DU 384 1.00 384 | 135200 | 129
167,857 | 188
3. Tract Map No. 6497 SFH DU 60 1.00 60 18,000 20
25,893 29
4. Tract Map No. 6507 Condo DU 96 0.51 49 14,688 16
5. Tract Map No. 6554 SFH DU 84 1.00 84 25,200 28
36,607 41
6. Tract Map No. 6714 SFH DU 75 1.00 75 22,500 25
33,035 37
7. Tehachapi Hospital Hospital Beds 25 0.42 11 22,321 25
8. Mill Street Retail Ctr. Retail 1,000 SF 37 0.73 27 8,048 9
9. Marriot Fairfield Inn Hotel Rooms 83 0.29 24 7,221 8
10. | Global Premier Dev. Apts. Apt. Units 81 0.51 41 12,393 14
11. | Aspen Street Architects | Med. Ofc. 1,000 SF 66 0.69 46 13,662 15
12. | TehachapiJunction Retail 1,000 SF 22 0.73 16 4,906 5
13. | Tehachapi Marketplace | Retail 1,000 SF 159 0.73 116 34,885 39
14. | Golden Hills Mix Use* Mixed Use 1,000 SF 183 0.38 69 20,849 23
15. | O’Reilly Auto Parts Retail 1,000 SF 7 0.24 2 537 1
16. | TehachapiInn Hotel Rooms 72 0.29 21 6,264 7
17. | Dollar General Retail Retail 1,000 SF 21 0.24 5 1,491 2
18. | Four Seasons Retail Ctr. | Retail 1,000 SF 16 0.73 12 3,575 4
19. | Administration Bldg. Govt. 1,000 SF 7 0.48 3 993 1
20. | Support Building Govt. 1,000 SF 9 0.48 4 1,285 1
21. | Plan Amend. No. 111* SFH DU 50 1.79 90 26,850 30
TOTAL (excludes Walmart) | 1,264 | 379,196 | 425
1,258 | 520,146 | 584
Inside the City Limits 34
530

DU = Dwelling Unit; EDU = Equivalent Dwelling Units; SF = Square Feet; GPD = Gallons Per Day; AFY = Acre Feet Per Year

* Related Projects Nos. 14 and 21 are outside of the City of Tehachapi corporate boundary.

Tehachapi Walmart
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report
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Table IV.L-7
List of Related Projects and Cumulative Water Consumption

Consumption

No. EDU Per No.
No. | Related Project Land Use Units Units Unit EDU GPD AFY
Source: City of Tehachapi; EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013

The text in the first sentence of the first paragraph on page IV.L-29 is revised as follows:

Three relevant plans have been adopted since the Braft Prior EIR was circulated for
public review in May 2010: the County of Kern’s Greater Tehachapi Area Specific and
Community Plan, and its associated EIR, which estimate the water supply and demand
within the GTA through the plan horizon year of 2030; the 2010 Tehachapi Regional
Urban Water Management Plan jointly prepared and adopted by the District, the City,
and the Golden Hills, Stallion Springs, and Bear Valley CSDs, which estimates the
regional water supply and demand through a plan horizon year of 2040; and the City’s
updated General Plan and EIR, which estimates the water supply and demand within the
City and its sphere of influence through a plan horizon year of 2035.

The text in the fifth paragraph on page IV.L-30 is revised as follows:

The current project would require a net delivered 27 afy of potable water. The listed projects
within the City limits would require another 37+ 530 afy. After an adjustment for losses in the
City’s water distribution system (7.55%), the total increase in the City’s required water supply
would equal 438 602 afy, and the City’s overall demand for water would equal 2,443 2,583 afy.
After deducting the City’s base Allowed Pumping Allocation (4,822 1,847 afy), excess demand
would equal 589 736 afy, to be satisfied from one or more of the following sources: (1) native
groundwater extracted under an Allowed Pumping Allocation acquired or leased from Golden
Hills CSD or another party with water rights in the Basin; (2) SWP water purchased from the
District under the City’s Term M&I Agreement, subject to a probable ceiling of 1,153 afy
(excluding water purchased for banking purposes); (3) SWP water previously purchased by the
City and stored in the Basin’s aquifer; (4) the City’s unused Allowed Pumping Allocations
(including leased allocations) carried over from previous years; and/or (5) tertiary-treated
effluent from the City’s expanded and upgraded WWTP when the project is complete and
operational. Although the completion of the expansion and upgrade is years away, the City will
be able to substitute 120 afy of treated wastewater for an equivalent amount of potable water
in the operation of the WWTP, commencing in 2014. This would reduce the City’s excess
demand to 469 616 afy. The City is not otherwise relying on the WWTP project to establish the
adequacy of its water supply. Because the City’s excess demand would be less than 1,153 afy,
the City could satisfy the demand with SWP water purchased from the District, assuming that
much SWP water was available. Because there is no long term assurance that other pumpers’
Allowed Pumping Allocations will continue to be available to the City by acquisition or lease, the
long term reliability of the City’s water supply depends on the District to provide sufficient SWP
water to satisfy the City’s excess demand.

The text in the sentence above Table IV.L-8, GTA Regional Demand With All Projects Included,
on page IV.L-31 is revised as follows:

The total regional demand for water would be equal to 16,745 16,915 afy as set forth in the
Table IV.L-8.

Tehachapi Walmart lll. Corrections and Additions
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The text in Table IV.L-8, GTA Regional Demand With Al Projects Included, on page IV.L-31 is
revised as follows:

Table IV.L-8
GTA Regional Demand With All Projects Included
AFY

Baseline Regional Demand 16,222
City’s Projected Excess Demand (System Losses Included) 469 616
Walmart Project’s Demand for Nonpotable Water 3
Golden Hills Mixed Use Project (System Losses Included) (Related Project No. 14) 24
Plan Amendment No. 111 (Related Project No. 21) 3050
TOTAL 16,745
16,915

Source: EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013

The text in the last paragraph on page IV.L-31 is revised as follows:

Each year, in order to satisfy 100% of the normal regional demand for water, the District
would deliver throughout the GTA a quantity of SWP water equal to its baseline delivery
(6,815 acre-feet), plus 496 643 acre-feet to meet the combined potable and non-potable
demand of the proposed project and the listed projects.” The total demand for %311
7,458 afy, when adjusted to account for losses in the District’s water system, would
require the District to obtain 8,745 8,921 afy of SWP water. This is more than the
District has purchased before, but is still only 45% of the District’s “Table A” Amount,
and is well within the District’s physical capacity to accept and deliver. That amount or
more should be available to the District approximately 80% of the time.

The text in footnote number 5 on page IV.L-31 is revised as follows:

The number is equal to the City’s excess demand (469 afy) and 3 afy supplied directly to
the project for irrigation plus the Golden Hills mixed use project’s requirements. Total
consumption for the Golden Hills mixed use project is 24 afy, which includes a 5% system
loss allowance. See 2010 RUWMP Table 2-14, fn. 1. It is assumed that the low density
residential development identified as Plan Amendment No. 111 would satisfy its demand
for water with 38 50 afy of native groundwater by using its Allowed Pumping Allocation.
Thus, Plan Amendment No. 111 would not directly increase the demand on SWP
supplies.

The text in the first paragraph, last sentence, on page IV.L-32 is revised as follows:

Table IV.L-10 demonstrates that the City would have to purchase and bank
approximately 308 181 afy for ten years in order to achieve its minimum Banked Water
Reserve Account balance with the addition of the proposed project and the 19 listed
projects within the City limits.

The number is equal to the City’s excess demand (469 afy) and 3 afy supplied directly to the project for
irrigation plus the Golden Hills mixed use project’s requirements. Total consumption for the Golden Hills mixed
use project is 24 afy, which includes a 5% system loss allowance. See 2010 RUWMP Table 2-14, fn. 1. It is
assumed that the low density residential development identified as Plan Amendment No. 111 would satisfy its
demand for water with 50 afy of native groundwater by using its Allowed Pumping Allocation. Thus, Plan
Amendment No. 111 would not directly increase the demand on SWP supplies.

Tehachapi Walmart lll. Corrections and Additions
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The text in Table IV.L-10, The City of Tehachapi’s Required Annual Contribution to Storage (in

acre-feet), on page IV.L-32 is revised as follows:

Table IV.L-10
The City of Tehachapi’s Required Annual Contribution to Storage (in acre-feet)
AFY

City’s Maximum Average SWP Water Demand 469 616 | Includes listed projects & Walmart
Banked Water Reserve Account Balance Required 2345 | =5 x Average SWP Water Demand

3,080
Current Amount in Storage 1,266 | As of 2013
Amount Needed to satisfy BWRA 1679

1,814
Annual Contribution 108 181 | = One tenth of amount needed

Source: EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013

The text in the last paragraph, last sentence, on page IV.L-32 is revised as follows:

In order to satisfy 100% of regional demand, the District, the City, and Golden Hills CSD,
in combination, would have to withdraw 4,433 4,283 acre-feet from storage—
approximately 26% of the minimum amount presently stored in the basins.

Table IV.L-11, Single Dry Year (in acre-feet), on page IV.L-33 is revised as follows:

Table IV.L-11
Single Dry Year (in acre-feet)
SINGLE DRY YEAR | Acre-Feet
Tehachapi-Cummings Service Area
State Water Project (Net of System Losses) 968
Native Groundwater 10,714
Recycled Water (CCl) 950
Recovery of Stored SWP Water 4,113 4,283
Total Supply 16,745 16,915
Total Demand 16,745 16,915
City of Tehachapi
Allowed Pumping Allocation 1,822 1,847
Substitution of Treated Water in WWTP 120
Recovery of Stored SWP Water 469 616
Total Supply 2411 2,583
Total Demand 2,411 2,583

Source: EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013

Table IV.L-12, Three Consecutive Dry Years (in acre-feet), on page IV.L-34 is revised as follows:

Table IV.L-12

Three Consecutive Dry

y Years (in acre feet)

THREE-YEAR DROUGHT Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Tehachapi-Cummings Service Area
State Water Project (Net of System Losses) 3,550 4,356 4,195
Groundwater Basins 10,714 10,714 10,714
Recycled Water (CCl) 950 950 950
Recovery of Stored SWP Water 15331,701 725 895 886 1,056
Supply Totals 16,745 16,745 16,745

16,915 16,915 16,915

Tehachapi Walmart
Final Revised Environmental Impact Report
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Table IV.L-12
Three Consecutive Dry Years (in acre feet)
THREE-YEAR DROUGHT Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Demand Totals 16,745 16,745 16915
16,915 16,915 16,915
City of Tehachapi
Allowed Pumping Allocation 1,822 1,847 1822 1,847 1,822 1,847
Substitution of Treated Water in WWTP 120 120 120
Recovery of Stored SWP Water 469 616 469 616 32834
Delivery of Current SWP Water 0 0 141 582
Supply Totals 27411 2,583 27411 2,583 27411 2,583
Demand Totals 27411 2,583 2;411 2,583 2411 2,583
Source: EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013

The text in the first paragraph, page IV.L-34, is revised as follows:

If the three-year drought commenced in 2014, before the City had added to its Banked
Water Reserve Account of 1,266 acre-feet, the City would exhaust its supply of stored
water in the third year and would require an additional 443 582 acre-feet. Under the
Term M&I Agreement, the District would provide this amount to the City from the
reduced supply that the District received from the SWP. If a three-year drought
commenced in later years, the City’s Banked Reserve Water Account would have
increased by a minimum of 108 181 afy, and the City would have sufficient water in
storage to satisfy 100% of its citizens’ demand for water. In general, the banked supply
will increase over time as the agencies gradually place SWP water in storage to meet
their Banked Water Reserve Account obligations.

The text in the following paragraph, page IV.L-35, is revised as follows:

The 2010 Tehachapi Regional Urban Water Management Plan jointly prepared by the District,
the City, and the three CSDs uses the year 2040 as its planning horizon. It uses-provides actual
data for its—baseline the year of 2010, and estimates water demand and consumption on a
regional, as well as basin-by-basin and urban purveyor-by-purveyor, basis in five-year
increments commencing with the year 2015. It includes future water service reliability estimates
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.

VIl. PREPARERS OF THE REVISED EIR AND PERSONS CONSULTED

The Persons Consulted portion of Section VII-, Preparers of the Revised EIR and-Persons-Consulted was
inadvertently omitted from the Revised Braft EIR and is provided below:

PERSONS CONSULTED

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
Craig Murphy, Principal Planner
Kern County Roads Department

Brian Blacklock, Engineer

Tehachapi Walmart lll. Corrections and Additions
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Red Apple Shopping Center (Proposed Shopping Center)

Mark Carroli, Developer

Tehachapi Community Development Department
David A. James, Director
Marcia Smith, Associate Planner
Jay Scholosser, City Engineer

Tehachapi Cummnings County Water District
John Martin, District Manager

Tehachapi Public Works Department
Dennis Wahlstrom, Public Works Director
Jason Parks, Chief Plant Operator

Jon Curry, Utility Manager

Tehachapi Walmart
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IV. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or carries out a project
where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a “reporting or monitoring
program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” The City of Tehachapi is the Lead
Agency for the Proposed Project.

An MMP was prepared for the Prior EIR. This MMP includes mitigation measures that were revised in
section IV.K. Transportation/Traffic to comply with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Judgment.

Both this MMP and the Prior MMP are designed to monitor implementation of the mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project. The MMP is subject to review and approval by the Lead Agency as
part of the certification of the EIR and adoption of project conditions. The revised mitigation measures
are listed, as identified in the Revised EIR, with an accompanying identification of the following:

* Monitoring Phase, the phase of the project during which the mitigation measure shall be
monitored;

o Pre-Construction, including the design phase
o Construction
o Occupancy (post-construction)
* Enforcement Agency, the agency with the authority to enforce the mitigation measure; and

* Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports including feasibility, compliance,
implementation, and development are made.

The project applicant shall be obligated to provide certification prior to the issuance of site or building
plans that compliance with the required mitigation measures has been achieved. All departments listed
below are within the City of Tehachapi unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the
implementation of all mitigation measures shall be the project applicant unless otherwise noted.

Tehachapi Walmart IV. Mitigation Monitoring Program
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The City has chosen the strike-out/replacement text method of showing the Revised EIR revisions to the
mitigation measures in Section IV.K Transportation/Traffic. The revised mitigation measures include the
following:

K-1 Santa Lucia Street at Valley Boulevard (SR-202)

he—The project
applicant shall provide a fair share contribution toward the installation of a traffic

signal and design for five-phase operation with protected eastbound and westbound
left-turns on Valley Boulevard (SR-202).

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department
Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department

K-3 Westwood Boulevard at Red Apple Avenue

he-The project
applicant shall provide a fair share contribution toward the installation of a

northbound right-turn overlap phase on Westwood Boulevard and install a
westbound right-turn overlap phase on Red Apple Avenue.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department

Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department
K-5 Tucker Road at SR-58 Eastbound Ramps

Fheprojectapplicant—shalpayafairshare—contribution-Payment of the Tehachapi

Region Transportation Impact Fee by the project applicant to widen and restripe the

SR-58 eastbound off-ramp to provide a free right-turn and restripe the eastbound
through/left-turn lane to a left-turn only lane. Part of the TRTIFP list.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction
Enforcement Agency: City Engineer and Community Development Department
Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department

K-7 Tucker Road at Red Apple Avenue/Tehachapi Boulevard

he-The project
applicant shall provide a fair share contribution that would be applied toward the

installation of a southbound right-turn overlap phase on Tucker Road and_pay the
Tehachapi Region Transportation Impact Fee to modify the existing traffic signal.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department
Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department
Tehachapi Walmart IV. Mitigation Monitoring Program
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K-8 Tucker Road at Conway Avenue/Driveway 2

The project applicant shall restripe-Conway-Avenue-toprovide-a—right-turn-only-tane
and-restrict the-eastbound-threughandleft-turn-mevements install a physical barrier

in the intersection of Tucker Road (SR 202) and Conway Avenue/Walmart Driveway

No. 2 to prevent left hand turn movements from Conway Avenue and Walmart
Driveway No. 2 onto Tucker Road (SR 202).

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction and Construction
Enforcement Agency: City Engineer and Community Development Department
Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department

K-10 Tucker Road at Valley Boulevard (SR-202)

would-beapplied-The project applicant shall provide a fair share contribution toward

the restriping of Tucker Road to convert the de-facto southbound shared
through/right-turn lane to an exclusive southbound right-turn lane.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department

Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department
K-11 Tucker Road at Valley Boulevard (SR-202)

would-beapplied-The project applicant shall provide a fair share contribution toward

the widening and/or restriping of Tucker Road to add a second southbound left-turn

lane.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department

Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department
K-12 Tucker Road at Valley Boulevard (SR-202)

would-beapplied-The project applicant shall provide a fair share contribution toward

the widening and/or restriping of Valley Boulevard to add a second eastbound left-
turn lane and a second westbound through lane at Tucker Road.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department
Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department
Tehachapi Walmart IV. Mitigation Monitoring Program

Final Revised Environmental Impact Report Page IV-3



City of Tehachapi

November 2013

K-19 Tucker Road at Jiffy Lube/Orchard Plaza

The project applicant shall
installation of a traffic signal.
Monitoring Phase:

provide a fair share contribution toward the

Pre-Construction

Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department

Monitoring Agency: Community Development Department

Tehachapi Walmart
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Comment Letter No. 1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA gg%ﬂ%
§
= . ¥

(GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

- STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT K Ol
EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX
GOVERNOR R DIRECTOR
Memorandum -
Y S .

Date: July 2, 2013 T TRAAY

To: All Reviewing Agencies

From: Scott Morgan, Director

Re: SCH # 2007081139

Tehachapi Walmart

The Lead Agency has corrected some information regarding the above-mentioned

project. Please see the attached materials for more specific information. All other project 1-1

information remains the same.

ce: David James
City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Appendix C
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sscramento, CA 95812.3044 (916) 445.0613
For Hand Delivery/Sireet Address: Y400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, C4 95814 scH #2007-081138

Project Title: Archileclural Design and Sile Plan Review Mo. 2007-11 (Walmart Supercanler)

Leud Agency: Cily of Tehachapi

Coniagt Parson: David James

Mailing Address; 115 South Robinson Street
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Comment Letter No. 2

STATE OF CALIFOBRNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Boulevard

West Sacramento, CA 95691

E916 373-3715

916) 373-5471 — FAX

e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

July 8, 2013

Mr. David James, Director

City of Tehachapi Community Development Department

115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561

RE: SCH# 2007081139 CEQA Notice of Completion; Revised Environmental
Impact Report (REIR) for the “Walmart Supercenter Project (Design and Site
Plan Review #2007-11) ;” located in the City of Tehachapi; Kern County,
California

Dear Mr. James:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the
CEQA Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate
Court decision (170 Cal App 3" 604), the court held that the NAHC has
jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native
American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological
places of religious significance to Native Americans, and to Native American
burial sites. This project is subject to California Government Code Section
65040.2, ef seq.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project
that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical
resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring
the preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b). To adequately comply
with this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological
resources, the Commission recommends the following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to
determine :If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously
surveyed for cultural places(s), The NAHC recommends that known traditional
cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage
is the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and
recommendations of the records search and field survey. We suggest that this
be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible. The final report containing site forms,
site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to

2-1



the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a
separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure
pursuant to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning
the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the
proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surface
evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface
existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources,
pursuant to California Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated
Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all
ground-disturbing activities.

Also, CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.2 require documentation and analysis of
archaeological items that meet the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f). Lead
agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of
recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human
remains in their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA
§15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.

CC: State Clearinghouse

Attachment; Native American Contacts list

2-1 cont.



Tule River Indian Tribe
Neil Peyron, Chairperson

P.O. Box 589 Yokuts
Portervile , CA 93258
chairman@tulerivertribe-nsn.

(559) 781-4271

(559) 781-4610 FAX

Ron Wermuth

P.O. Box 168 Tubatulabal
Kernville » CA 93238 Kawaiisu
warmoose @earthlink.net Koso

(760) 376-4240 - Home Yokuts

(916) 717-1176 - Cell

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians
Delia Dominguez, Chairperson

115 Radio Street Yowlumne
Bakersfield . CA 93305 Kitanemuk
deedominguez @juno.com

(626) 339-6785

Tejon Indian Tribe
Katherine Montes Morgan, Chairperson

1731 Hasti-acres Drive, Yowlumne
Suite 108 ; Kitanemuk
Bakersfield, CA 93309 Kawaiisu
661-758-2303 '

kmorgan@bak.rr.com
661-215-6530 - FAX

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

Native American Contacts
Kern County
July 8, 2013

Kawaiisu Tribe of Tejon Reservation
David Laughinghorse Robinson

PO Box 1547 Kawaiisu
Kernville » CA 93238

horse.robinson@gmail.com

Kern Valley Indian Council

Julie Turner, Secretary

P.O. Box 1010 Southern Paiute
Lake Isabella: CA 93240 Kawaiisu

(661) 366-0497 Tubatulabal
(661) 340-0032 - cell Koso
Yokuts

Kern Valley Indian Council
Robert Robinson, Co-Chairperson

P.O. Box 401 Tubatulabal
Weldon » CA 93283 Kawaiisu
brobinson@iwvisp.com Koso

(760) 378-4575 (Home) Yokuts
(760) 549-2131 (Work)

Tubatulabals of Kern Valley
Robert L. Gomez, Jr., Tribal Chairperson

P.O. Box 226 Tubatulabal
Lake Isabella; CA 93240

(760) 379-4590

(760) 379-4592 FAX

Distribution of this list does not reileve any person of the statutory responsibliity as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5087.94 of the Public Resourcse Code and Section 5087.98 of the Public Resourcss Code.

his list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2007081039; CEQA Notice of Completion; revised Environmental Impact Report (EIR); for the Walmart Supercenter Sotre; located in

the City of Tehachapl; Kern County, California.



Comment Letter No. 3

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 2 b

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 9

500 SOUTH MAIN STREET

BISHOP, CA 93514

PHONE (760) 872-5203 Flex your power!
FAX (760) 872-0754 Be energy efficient!
TTY 711 (760) 872-5203

www.dot.ca.gov

R ™
‘ECEIVER
August 8, 2013 AUG 15 '
~j e £ -I’.-i-r‘".il
“ITY OF TEHAGHAR:
Mr. David James File: Ker-202-9.2
Tehachapi Community Development Director RDEIR
115 South Robinson Street SCH #: 2007081139

Tehachapi, CA 93561

Dear Mr. James:

Tehachapi Walmart Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR)
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 9 appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Walmart RDEIR. Although not related to DEIR revisions, since previous Walmart
project reviews, the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) has been updated to reflect the new
Complete Streets Program (see http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm). Hence, some of the
proposed mitigation measures would not comply with the new HDM standards without additional
alterations. Any design exceptions would have to be written and submitted to the Caltrans
Headquarters Design Unit and may or may not be approved. More discussion will be needed with
Caltrans, the City and Project Proponents. We have the following comments on the transportation and
traffic mitigation measures:

e K-4: (SR 202 Valley Blvd. at Sierra Vista) Re-striping for a two-way left turn lane will
require additional pavement width.

e K-5: (SR 202 at eastbound SR 58 Ramps) Re-striping for a free-right turn and receiving
lane will require additional pavement width. Eliminating the eastbound through
movement is not appropriate.

e K-6 & K-7: (SR 202 at Red Apple/Tehachapi Blvd.) All modifications must comply
with the Complete Streets Program. Bike lanes associated with right —turn pockets and
median pedestrian refuge areas are newly required features that will have to be
incorporated. These new requirements could substantially change the configuration of
the approaches, making it difficult to impossible to make the modifications fit within the
existing curb-to-curb distances. These factors will likely increase the costs of any
modifications and hence the fair share contribution(s). See the latest Caltrans “Highway
Design Manual” for details.

"Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. David James
August 8, 2013
Page 2

e K-10 to K-13: (SR 202 Valley Blvd. & Tucker Rd.) See comments for K-6 & K-7.
o K-16,17 & 18: (SR 202 Valley Blvd. & Tucker Rd.) See comments for K-6 & K-7.

e K-19: (SR 202 Tucker Rd. at Jiffy Lube) This location does not meet warrants for a
traffic signal. Consideration should be given to the turn movements that should be
allowed at this location by the new raised median.

Note that the Complete Streets Program comments above also apply to the new traffic signal at
the project driveway, the Tucker Road raised median as well as any other locations where
improvements would be made on SR 202.

We value our cooperative working relationship concerning project-related State highway impacts in

Tehachapi. You may contact me at (760) 872-5203, with any questions.
Sincerely,
ik (/8- ;-’/WM

RICK A. FRANZ
Acting IGR/CEQA Coordinator

c: State Clearinghouse
Mark Reistetter, Caltrans

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Comment Letter No. 4

SR— m|r|iwolfe
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attorneys-at-law
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TO: PROM:
David James Nathalie Roland
COMPANY: DATE:
City of Tehachapi August 12, 2013
FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
(661) 822-8532 14
PHONE NUMBBR: SENDER'S REFERENCE NUMBZ2R:
0260
RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:
Comments on Tehachapi Walmart
RDEIR
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Algo sent via email. Thank you,
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AT THE ABQVE TELEPHONE NUMBER, THANKYOU,
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August 12,2013

By E-Mail
Acknowledgement of Receipt Requested

Mr. David James

Community Development Department
City of Tehachapi

115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Fax: (661) 822-8532
djames@tehachapicityhall.com

Re: Comments on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Tehachapl Walmart Project -

Dear Mr. James,

On behalf of Tehachapi First, please accept the following comments on the
above-referenced revised draft environmental impact report (RDEIR) for the proposed
Walmart project on Tucker Road in Tehachapi (Project). As discussed in greater detail in
the sections that follow, the RDEIR retains several of the deficiencies of its predecessor
with regard to its analysis of potential noise and water supply impacts. Our comments
are organized by topic and sub-topic as appropriate, with specific requests for omirted
and/or necessary information indicated in bullet points,

A. Analysis of Potential Impacts From Traffic Noise

1. Mix of vehicles e

The RDEIR states that existing and all future noise levels (baseline plus project,
cumulative noise based on a list of projects, cumulative noise based on General Plan
buildout) at commercial land use locations were modeled using the FHWA Highway
Noise Prediction Model.

» Please indicate what adjustment was made, if any, to reflect changes in the
vehicle mix (e.g., percentage of heavy trucks, medium trucks, and passenger
vehicles) in the modeled scenarios with and without the Project.

1 Suner Strget | Sufte SUV { 83n Francigeo CGA 841 | Tal S15.IHE.EAGD | Fax ME.9804408 | wwwinrvoliaaesoclates.onm  «4ie-
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August 12, 2013
Page 2

o Please indicate how many heavy duty trucks, medium duty trucks, and
passenger vehicles trips were used for in calculations for each roadway

segment,

¢ Please indicate for each affected roadway segment how addition of Project-
related traffic would change the baseline vehicle mix used to calculate the
noise for baseline conditions in Tables IV.I-4, [V.I-6, and TV.1-9. In
responding, please provide the Project-related increment of heavy duty trucks

and medium duty trucks for each roadway segment. —

2. Train noise

The measurement of existing conditions reported in the RDEIR Appendix M
identifies traffic noise on the adjacent roadway as the primary source for each location.
In each instance the noise measurement period was 20 minutes. In some instances other
noise sources (car wash, airplane overflight, talking, dog barking) were identified as
secondary sources. In no instance was train noise reported as either a primary or
secondary source.

e Please confirm that the actual noise measurement data reported in the RDEIR
in Appendix M did not include any train noise.

e Iftrain noise was in fact included, please identify the location and time,

The RDEIR reports that “[t]rains are the primary source of noise affecting
commercial uses along Tehachapi Boulevard from Mountain View Avenue east. Traffic
noise is a secondary source, adding an imperceptible amount to the total,” RDEIR, p.
IV.1-8, The General Plan identifies train noise as a major source of noise:

“Railroad Noise. Tehachapi is traversed by a major railroad alignment owned
by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). The main line track carries all rail
traffic through, in and out of Tehachapi. The infrequency of train activity
results in loud but sporadic noise events, which nonetheless have a significant
effect on overall noise levels in Tehachapi.” Tehachapi General Plan, p.
2:112, available at

http://www.liveuptehachapi.com/DocumentCenter/View/2318

The General Plan acknowledges that the number of daily trains is expected to
increase in Tehachapi:

“However, as described earlier, the increase in daily trains from 70 to 130 and the
increase in the length of trains from 0.75 mile to 1.5 miles is expected to result in

increased noise from trains as well as increased noise from idling vehicles waiting
to cross Dennison or Green across the tracks,” Tehachapi General Plan, p, 2:112.

4-2
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The RDEIR explains that Caltrans has commenced environmental review for & smaller
improvement project that would increase daily train traffic by 19 trains per day by issuing
a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (“NOP”). RDEIR, p, IV.I- .

22.

The RDEIR states that “[t]rain noise contributes 65 to 67 dBA to the Ldn value for the
three roadway segments in the study area along Tehachapi Boulevard between Mountain
View Avenue and South Mill Street.” RDEIR, p. IV.I-9,

Please confirm that train noise is not included in the Existing Noise Contours
provided in Figure IV.I-1, Assuming not, please revise Figure [V.I-] to
include, at @ minimum, the total noise from road and rail transportation
sources. Rail noise sources should include locomotive noise, wheel/rail noise,
and train homn noise, as appropriate. Please provide the data sources,
assumptions, and calculations used in responding.

Please also separately revise Figure [V.1-1 to include increases in train noise
permitted by the Tehachapi Rail Improvement Project for which Caltrans has
issued an NOP, -

Please provide the data sources, assumptions, and calculations used to
determine that train noise contributes 65 to 67 dBA to the Ldn value for the
three roadway segments in the study area along Tehachapi Boulevard between
Mountain View Avenue and South Mill Street.

Please identify the “three roadway segments in the study area along Tehachapi
Boulevard between Mountain View Avenue and South Mill Street” to which
the RDEIR refers at page 1V.I-9. In responding, please identify these
segments in Tables IV.I-4, 1V 1-6, and [V.I-9 if the segments are included in
these tables. ]
For each of the columns in Tables 1V.1-4, 1V.1-6, and [V.1-9 that provide noise
measurements, please indicate whether the noise volumes include train noise.
If any of the noise measurements do include train noise, please provide the
data sources, assumptions, and calculations used to determine that train noise.

If train noise is not already included, please restate the analysis in Table [V ]-
4 to include existing train noise in the baseline CNEL.

If train noise is not already included, please restate the analyses in tables IV.I-
6 and 1V.I-9 to include existing train noise in the baseline CNEL and to
include increases in train noise permitted by the Tehachapi Rail Improvement
Project for which Caltrans has issued an NOP in the future CNEL.

a2 9633809 DpE—
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3. Commercial area noise modeling

The RDEIR explains that noise in residential areas was determined based on
actual measurements because mathematical models fail to take into account variables
other than traffic data such as pavement type and condition, local vehicle mixes, trees,
gaps in fences, reflections from nearby structures, and meteorological conditions.
RDEIR, p. IV.1-4.

However, the RDEIR states that “[r]ather than relying on sound level
measurements as the basis of calculations,” the noise levels in commercial areas was
modeled using the Caltrans TeNS document and traffic volumes from the Traffic Impact
Analysis. RDEIR, p. IV.I-5. Adjustments were made to the model to reflect average
California vehicle noise levels. Thus, it appedrs that, unlike the residential noise
determination, which was based on actual measurements in Tehachapi, the commercial
noise level determination does not take into account variables other than traffic data, such 4-10
as pavement type and condition in Tehachapi, local vehicle mixes in Tehachapi, trees in
Tehachapi, gaps in fences in Tehachapi, reflections from nearby structures in Tehachapi,
and meteorological conditions in Tehachapi. The ostensible rationale for this approach
was to exclude noise other than traffic naise, such as noise from parking lots or
loudspeakers. RDEIR, p. IV.I-6, However, the RDEIR presents no evidence that other
sources of noise were substantial or could not have been isolated from the traffic noise
measurements.

» Plense provide sound level measurements at the commercial locations, using
the same protocols as uses at the residential areas, to substantiate calibration
of the analytical FHWA Highway Noise Model. For these measurements,

- please indicate any substantial secondary noise sources and how they were
accounted for when substantiating calibration of the FHWA Highway Noise
Model.

4. Noise determination at outdoor activity areas

The RDEIR measured and modeled noise for residential arcas within the
residential areas typically at the facades of buildings. However, the intent of exterior
noise standards is to protect outdoor uses, not to ensure a particular noise level at the
building fagade, (Separate interior noise standards protect noise levels within buildings.)
For example, Policy NOI.2 of the Greater Tehachapi Area Specific and Community Plan
calls for meeting a 65 dBA Ldn standard at “outdoor activity areas.” Accordingly, noise 4-11
should be determined at the residential property line rather than at building facades.

¢ Please provide measurements of oxigting residential noise levels at the
property lines and restate Table IV.1-2.

e Please restate the énalyses of noise levels in Tables IV.I-4, IV.1-6, and IV.I-9
to reflect noise levels at the property lines of residential areas.
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3. Contradiction in findings with respect to, Tucker north of Conway

The text of the Section IV.] concludes that there are no significant noise impacts.
RDEIR, p. IV.1-20, IV.I-32. However, the summary of environmental impacts and 4-12
mitigation measures states that the impact on Tucker north of Conway is cumulatively
considerable, RDEIR, p. 1-11,

» Please explain this discrepancy.

6. Comsiderable contribution metric

The cumulative analysis uses the same FTA thresholds to determine whether the
project-specific impact is significant and to determine whether the Project makes a
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts, This approach is flawed - 4-13
because CEQA recognizes that individually minor (i.e., less than significant project B
specific impacts) may be a considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact.
The RDEIR provides no justification for.using these standards in step two of the
cumulative analysis other than to state that the standards are “objectwe " RDEIR, p.
[V.I-27. —

7. Inconsistency with FTA Technical Basis

The RDEIR purports the use information from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration
[mpact Assessment manual as the technical basis for the determining the significance of
relative noise level increases. The RDEIR states "At a baseline nolse level of 80 dBA or
ebove, any increase over the baseline noise exposure is considered to be substantial and 4-14
excessive for the purposes of this analysis, and is therefore significant." RDEIR p. IV.I-
17. However, Table 3-3 of the FTA Impact Assessment manual clearly indicates that if
the existing noise exposure is 75 Ldn (taken to be equivalent to CNEL), then no increase
is allowed. The RDEIR itself acknowledges that noise levels above 75 dB Ldn or CNEL
is “clearly unacceptable” for all residential uses, transient lodging, and even outdoor land
uses such as playgrounds, parks. RDEIR, p. IV.I-11.

8. Data sources

Please provide the spreadsheets included in Appendix M in electronic format by e- 4-15

mailing them to Jfarrow@mrwolfeassociates.com. This request is made pursuant to both
CEQA and the California Public Records Act.
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B. Analysis of Potential Water Supply Impacts

1. The Baseline is outdated

The RDEIR uses a five-year average of the period 2003-2007 to determine
baseline water use for the City of Tehachapi, the Tehachapi Basin, and the Greater
Tehachapi Area (“GTA”), RDEIR, p. [V.L-2]1. However, six years have passed since
the end of this baseline period and the release of the RDEIR, We are concemed that the
use of the outdated baseline understates the actual cumulative water demand. For
example, Figure IV,L-4 shows that the five year average water demand for the period
ending in 2010 is 7.1% higher than the five year average demand for the period ended in
2007: 2,121 afy for the period ending in 2010 vs. 1,981 afy. for the period ending in

~ 2007. RDEIR, p. IV.L-21. And the average is trending even higher, since actual
pumping for 2012 was 2,206 af. RDEIR, p. [V.L-9.

The RDEIR purports to justify this outdated baseline by referencing “the
Guideline's admonition that fluctuations during the period of environmental review
should neither depress nor elevate the baseline. . ..” Id., p. IV.L-20.

» Please identify the ““Guideline’s admonition™ that is referenced by the RDEIR.

We are unable to reconstruct the 2007 baseline water use for the City of ‘ 4-16
Tehachapi set out in the RDEIR Figure IV.L-4 from the data provided in the RDEIR.
The source for this data is identified as “EcoTierra Consulting, Inc., June 2013.” Please
provide this source document, In addition, please identify and provide the source of each
data point for annual City of Tehachapi Historical Water Demand in Figure [V,L-4,

» Please identify the annual historical water demand for the City of Tehachapi
for each year from 2008-2013 and provide the source document for that
figure. If data ere not available for each year, please provide the data that are
available. Please explain whether these data include the same demand sources
(e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and unmetered; imported water
sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure
IV.L-4. If not, please explain which demand sources are not included.

o Please identify the annual historical water demand for the Tehachapi Basin for
each year from 2008-2013 and provide the source document(s) for these
demand data. [f data are not available for each year, please provide the data
that are available. Please explain whether these data include the same demand
sources (e.g., pumped groundwater, including metered and unmetered;
imported water sales; conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are
reflected in Figure IV.L-4, If not, please explain which demand sources are
not included,
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« Please identify the annuel historical water demand for the GTA for each year
from 2008-2013 and provide the source document for that figure. If data are
not available for each year, please provide the data that are available. Please
explain whether these data include the same demand sources (e.g., pumped
groundwater, including metered and unmetered; imported water sales;
conjunctive use water sales; wheeled water) as are reflected in Figure IV.L-4,
If not, please explain which demand sources are not included.

e Please explain why the use of a 5-year average would not have adequately
addressed any “fluctuations” in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in
City of Tehachapi water demand.

» Please explain why the use of a 5-year average would not have adequately
addressed any "fluctuations” in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in
Tehachapi Basin water demand.

» Please explain why the use of a S-year average would not have adequately
addressed any “fluctuations™ in water consumption between 2008 and 2013 in

the GTA's water demand,

o P

2. Demand from post-2007 projects that are not included in 2009 list of
projects Is omitted

The RDEIR reports that the list of projects used to prepare the cumulative impact

analysis was prepared in 2009, RDEIR, p. IV.L-27. As noted, the RDEIR baseline was
based on the 5-year period ending in 2007, Accordingly, it appears that demand from
projects that may have begun using water after 2007 but before the list of projects was
compiled may be omitted from cumulative demand projections based on the list of
projects. The difference may be material.

the list

¢ Please update the cumulative analysis that {s based on the list of projects to
ensure that demand from projects that may have begun using water after 2007 -
but before the list of projects was compiled is included. The update should
identify those projects and add their projected demand to the baseline demand
(i.¢., the demand for the S-year period ending in 2007). Altematively, the
update should use more current baseline data,

3. Cumulative demand projection based on list of projects is inconsistent
with most current, accurate, and geographically inclusive regional
projection

The RDEIR presents two separate analyses of cumulative impacts, one using on
of projects method (based on 21 near-term projects identified as of 2009) and one

based-on the summary of plan projections method (based on the 2010 RUWMP
projections).

4-16 cont.

4-17

4-18
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The RDEIR states that the 2010 RUWMP is the “most current, accurate, and
geographically inclusive” projection of regional demand. RDEIR, p. IV.L-30. However,
in the list of projects cumulative analysis, the RDEIR admits that “the increase
attributable to the listed projects is well within the 2010 RUWMP’s build-out projections,
but would exceed the City's projected water consumplion in every milestone year before
2030." 1d., emphasis added. In other words, demand projected from existing
development together with foreseeable near-term development of a list of 21 projects
already in the development pipeline greatly exceeds the RUWMP’s projections of
demand in the milestone years 2015, 2020, and 2025,

Because 19 of the 21 listed projects are within the City of Tehachapi ( RDEIR, p.
[V.L-27), there should be a close congruence between the City's projected water
consumption in the 2010 RUWMP and in the RDEIR’s cumulative analysis based on the
list of projects as of 2009. It is not relevant that “the increase attributable to the listed
projects is well within the 2010 RUWMP’s build-out projections:” the increase should be 4-18 cont
consistent with the RWWMP's projection for the City of Tehachapi where the vast )
majority of the listed projects are located.

The inconsistency between the RDEIR’s projection and the RUWMP’s
projections through 2030 indicetes that the RUWMP has not accurately taken into
account the actual growth in demand reflected in the updated list of projects. This
inconsistency calls into question the RDEIR's reliance on the RUWMP in the cumulative
analysis that is based on the RUWMP's plan projections.

® Please provide a restatement of the RUWMP demand projections taking into
account the updated list of 21 projects. Future demand projections should be
forecast by applying the RUWMP’s percentage growth projections (e.g., 2%
per annum for Tehachapi - RUWMP, p. 122) to a corrected baseline
population that reflects occupancy of the updated list of projects.

4. Inconsistent to use s single-yenr baseline in the cumulative analysis that is
based on buildout projections

The baseline demand for the cumulative analysis that based on buildout
projections is the actual demand for the single year 2010. RDEIR, p. IV.L-34. However,
the RDEIR states that *'[g]iven the natural variability of water consumption within the
City and the GTA, the selection of 2007 or any other single year as the baseline for this 4-19
analysis is not the most realistic measure. An average calculated over an appropriate
number of years would provide a truer portrait of the environmental baseline.” RDEIR,
p. IV.L-20. We note that the data indicate that groundwater pumping in 2010 was
substantially lower than in any of the five preceding years (2010 Tehachapi RUWMP,
Table 2-15), indicating that 2010 was a particularly inappropriate single year to be used
as a baseline.
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Furthermore, as noted above, it appears that water demand based on population
growth projections in the 2010 RUWMP does not account for the demand from near-term
projects that were in planning as of 2009,

» Please restate the cumulative analysis that is based on buildout projectioris 4-19 cont.
using & representative baseline, e.g., demand from the 5-year period ending in
2010, or demand based on a baseline population that reflects actual '
development plans as of 2009. B

5. Actual 2012 demand exceeds projected demand through 2030

The RDEIR admits that the City's actual consumption of water in 2012 exceeds
the RUWMP's projection for City water consumption until at least 2026, RDEIR, p.
IV.L-35. Instead of questioning the validity of the RUWMP’s projections, the RDEIR
claims that the “[t]he addition of the project and the unrelated increase in the City’s water
consumption [i.e., the 2012 actual water demand that exceeds the RUWMP’s projections
. until 2026] indicate that the growth projected by the plan [the RUWMP] is occurring
“more rapidly within the City, but do not imply an increase in the City’s overall growth —
and hence its water consumption — under buildout conditions.” RDEIR, p. IV.L-36.

The RDEIR presents 1o evidence to support its claim that although growth is
occurring more rapidly there will be no overall increase in growth through the buildout
period, Instead, the RDEIR simply makes the logical claim that the increased growth
need not “imply an increase in the City's overall growth.” Id. In short, the RDEIR
simply implies that the mismatch in actual and projected results may possibly go away in
future periods. 4-20

However, logically, several explanations for the mismatch in the projected and
actual result are possible: 1) a higher growth rate occurred early in the plan period, but
will be offset with future periods of lower growth so that the endpoint projection will be
met even though some intermediate projections will be too low; 2) a constant growth rate
was applied to an understated baseline, skewing the plan projections so that they are too
low for all periods; 3) & higher growth rate occurred early in the plan period and a
reduced future growth rate will not fully offset this initial change, skewing the plan
projections so that they are too low for all periods. As noted above, there is evidence that
the 2010 baseline used by the RUWMP fails to reflect the projects that were in the

development pipeline as of 2009.

Analytically, the RDEIR addresses the mismatch between actual and projected
demand through “adjustments’' to the demand projections in Tables [V.L-16, 17, 19.
Based on the data in the line captioned “City of Tehachapi Adjustment” in Table IC,L-16,
it appears that the adjustment simply assumed that the 2002 demand would remain
constant at 2,235 afy from 2012 until 2026. This assumption is not consistent with the
RUWMP assumption that demand would grow based on & 2% annual increase in
population,
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» Accordingly, please provide evidence to support the contention that,
notwithstanding the fact that the demand projections for the period 2010-2040
were already exceeded by 2012, that increased growth does not “imply an
increase in the City's overall growth.” Please explain on what basis the
RDEIR has ruled out the possibility that the discrepancy between the 2012 4-20 cont.
pumping data and the RUWMP projections through 2026 demonstrate that the
RUWMP has erred in either the baseline or growth rate or both.

. In this connection, we note that the City's growth rate has substantially exceeded
the 2% assumed in the RUWMTP in the period 1990-2012. The General Plan EIR admits
that the growth rate averaged 7.1% from 1990-2012 and has only slowed to 2.5% in the
period 2002-2012. Tehachapi, General Plan EIR, pp. 2.0-2 and 3.

6., Cumulative demand scenarios fail to consider catastrophic loss of SWP
water

The RDEIR concludes that there would be no significant cumulative impact due
to the need for new or expanded water facilities. RDEIR, pp. [V.L-41. It also concluded
that there would be no impact to native groundwater supplies. RDEIR, pp. [V.L-42,

However, the Tehachapi Basin Watermaster has reached the opposite conclusion
in its Report of the Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District as Watermaster For
Calendar Year 2011 (2011 Watermaster Report”).! The Watermaster Report used a
calibrated groundwater flow model to simulate aquifer conditions under several
scenarios. “Scenario 2 evaluated the impacts on groundwater levels and storage of
increased water demand due to urban growth in the City of Tehachapl and in GHCSD.”
Scenario 2, a 19 year simulation, also assumed that State Water Project (“SWP”') water
deliveries would match increases in urban demand except for a hypothetical 3-year period
in which SWP water is unavailable because of a severe drought, a SWP conveyance
system failure, or a natural disaster, Note that the 3-year drought scenario is not
unrealistic; the RUWMP is required to evaluate that scenario and the RDEIR itself 4-21
considers that scenario. However, both the RUWMP and the RDEIR assume that SWP
water will remain available during a 3-year dronght. RUWMP, Table 2-8, p. 42; RDEIR,
Table 1V.L-20, p. IV.L-39. This assumption is not realistic in view of the high
probability of major seismic events, which could completely interrupt exports of water
from the Delta through destruction of levees and could also destroy other SWP
conveyance infrastructure.

The 2011 Watermaster Report concluded that in Scenario 2, under which the
SWP deliveries were discontinued for a consecutive 3-year period, that groundwater
storage would be depleted by an average of 70 afy during the simulation period with
significant localized groundwater level declines that would persist through the simulation

! Avallable at:

Report%20-
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period. The RDEIR fails to identify this outcome as a significant cumulative impact to

native groundwater supplies. The City must revise and recirculate the RDEIR to do so.

The 2011 Watermaster Report concludes that avoidance or mitigation of these
localized decreases in groundwater levels would require the development of other
artificial recharge areas, The RDEIR fails to acknowled'ge that this need for new or
expanded water facilities is a significant cumulative impact. The City must revise and

recirculate the RDEIR to do s0.

7. Failure to consider effect of global warming

4-21 cont.

The RUWMP admits that global warming may affect future supply of water in the
Tehachapi, Cummings, Brite, and Bear Valley basins. RUWMP, Table 2-9, p. 43. Itis
now commonly understood that climate change may adversely affect water supply by
increasing variability in flooding and droughts; decreasing natural snowpack storage; and
increasing problems with Delta management through sea-level rise causing saltwater 4-22
intrusion and increased levee failure probab:hty The RDEIR does not even mention
these considerations.

Pleas i EIR and recirculate it to ad | climate
ch on 1 r ly, including the native recharge ifers and the
availability of SWP water.

8. Policy compliance

¢ Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy SI 13
requiring that new, high consuming users must secure and alternative
groundwater supply. If the project is not considered a high consuming use,
please explain what uses are so considered.

¢ Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy SI 14
requiring reuse of storm water for on-site irrigation.

« Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy 8117 4-23
requiring new development to contribute to the cost of upgrading the WWTP

to tertiary level.

¢ Please explain how the Project will implement Genera) Plan policy SI14
requiring low impact design stormwater best management practices.

* Please explain how the Project will implement General Plan policy C85
requiring permeable pavement, turf block, decomposed granite, grasscrete or
similar permeable surfaces whenever possible and feasible,




ARug 12 2013 4:

August

O0PM M.

12, 2013

Page 12

R. WOLFE & ASSOCS. 4153699405

9, Possibllity that nitrate contamination will interrupt water supply not

considered

The 2011 Watermaster Report acknowledges that there are six nitrate sources that
may contaminate native groundwater. The 2011 Watermaster Report concludes that there
is uncertainty as to the quantification of historical and future nitrate inputs and proposes a

nitrate monitoring program and recommends a monitoring program,

Nitrate contamination may result in the loss of groundwater sources or may

require the development of new infrastructure (e.g,, new wells or nitrate removal
facilities), The 2006 Watermaster Report noted that a gradual increase in nitrate

contamination has been observed since 1965 in the Tehachapi Valle}r and that some wells

have had to be taken out of service.?

¢ Please discuss the potential for nitrate contamination to affect the

availability of groundwater. Even if there is insufficient data available to
conclusively resolve the issue pending further study of nitrate sources and
contamination, please summarize existing analyses and conclusions with
regard to nitrate contamination and the effects on groundwater availability

in the expert literature, including, but not limited to the following:

BSK, Engineers, Geologists, Environmental Scientists, (2000).
Report of Groundwater Modeling Study Regarding Nirrate
Migration. Golden Hills Community Services District, Western
Tehachapi Valley, Kem County, California.

BSK, Engineers, Geologists, Environmental Scientists, (2006).
Update to the May 31, 2000 Groundwater Model and Study
Regarding Nitrate Migration (BSK E05.142.01F). Golden Hills
Community Services District, Western Tehachapi Valley, Kemn
County, California,

Fugro West Inc., ETIC Engineering, (2004). Cummings
Groundwater Basin Study, Final Report. Tehachapi-Cummings
County Water District.

Fugro West Inc., (2009). Tehachapi Groundwater Basin Study,
Final Report. Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District.

2

hitp://goldenhillsnetwork.com/We ite? CCWD%202006%

ort.pdf

Available at;

.13
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o Fugro West Inc., (2009). Calculation of Recharge Losses,
Cummings Groundwater Basin. Tehachapi-Cummings County
Water District.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to your
thorough response in a Final Revised EIR.

Yours sincerely,

M, R. WOLFE & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

}7‘;’)
&_,. -
{

Mark R. Wolfe
John H. Farrow
Attorneys for Tehachapi First

JHF:am
cc: Client

14

4-24 cont.



Comment Letter No. 5

William L. Nelson
P.O. Box 308
Tehachapi, CA 93581
HAND-DELIVERED Tel 661.822.3561
August 12, 2013 CITY of E

TEHAC
RECE“fjé\c:HAp,

D
Mr. David James AUG 19 nne
City of Tehachapi "4 4 (U013
Community Development Department CiTy :
115 S. Robinson Street BY CLERKS(mquE
Tehachapi, CA 93561 ““““ﬁmhhhﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁ

RE: COMMENTS of William L. Nelson,

on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report

for Tehachapi Walmart;
Prior State Clearinghouse No. 2007-081139

Notes on abbreviations, references, acronyms:

CoT City of Tehachapi

TCCWD Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District
GTA Greater Tehachapi Area

TGB Tehachapi Groundwater Basin

SWP State Water Project

MMRP Mitigation Measures and Reporting Program
GHCSD Golden Hills Community Services District

SUMMARY INTRODUCTION

The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report ("RDEIR")
presents an environmental impact analysis for Water, Utilities
and Service Systems in Section IV.L.2, that are the sole focus
of these written comments. This should not be construed as assent
as to the adequacy of the remaining sections of the RDEIR.

The revised water analysis is substantially more useful than
the original Project water use and supply analysis, in its
descriptions and identifications of information about water supply
and use in the COT and GTA, mostly from extant public documents,
and unattributed sourcing. Lack of attribution is especially
troublesome regarding TCCWD policies and purported analysis.

The extent of revision and supplementation for the revised water
analysis affirms challenges made in the DEIR review proceeding
earlier that it was inadequate, and points to the complexity of
issues apprehended in these regards.

5-1
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SUMMARY INTRODUCTION (cont'd)

However, the extended water review analysis litany of extant
records cobbles together a fundamentally contorted understanding
of the dynamics of water demand by existing and contemplated
development, omitting any credible exploration of the outer bounds
of buildout enabled by existing zoning of lands in the TGB, as well
as adjacent Basins. It forfeits totally the concepts and under-
standings of mitigations essential to meeting water supply demands
in a region that has Tong imported water for human activities and
economic development.

The reasoning launched under the heading "Adequacy of the Water
Supply"™ (P. L-30) is sanguine rather than objective, bluntly
(and wrongly) concluding that the cumulative impacts of the Project
and a revised List of Projects selected by the COT "on the native
groundwater supply would be less than significant." (P. L-42)

The revised water analysis refuses to understand the basic
character of much of the adjudicated activities conducted through
the TCCWD as Watermaster, of managing and supplementing, with
State Water Project ("SWP") water, the supply of the Tehachapi
Groundwater Basin ("TGB"). That basic character is one of
mitigation of overdrafting of the TGB, as well as adjacent Basins.

The compendium of rules, regulations, instructions and
practices that public agencies, including the COT, comply with,
constitute a broad mitigation. 1Instant Project and the selected
List of Projects, as well as other projected growth generally,
intends to place additional water demand pressures on the TGB.

All such demands constitute impacts, and the impacts disclosed in
Ihe revised water analysis, while likely understanted and
unsupported with attendant workpapers, certainly cross the threshold
of significance. As such, a formal program of Mitigation Measures
and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the instant Project is required.
The attempt by the COT to paint a stable future of water supply
already adequately provided for, must be rejected in favor of

a reasoned and disciplined MMRP to meet the challenges of
development.

Moreover, the revised water analysis, in spite of its lengthy
narrative, and multiple tabling and graphing, still fails to set
forth a reasoned framework for "temporal truncation" for purposes
of analyzing cumulative water impacts, as ordered by the Court.
While a wide range of time periods are referenced in the various
extant studies and documents, these do not provide a consistent
framework on which to fashion and conduct an MMRP, which the COT
is obviously loathe to do, apparently concerned about perceptions
of accommodation for growth. For the purposes intended, and a
coherent revised water analysis generally, a 50-year planning
horizon for managing and mitigating the TGB groundwater supply
generally, may be the useful overarching temporal truncation to use.

5-1 cont.
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DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES
OF THE RDEIR REVISED WATER ANALYSIS

The revised water analysis is deficient omissive, inadequate

and lacking citation and referencing and justification on 5-2

key points. This requires curing in a recirculation of the
document. See ATTACHMENT 'A' for a listing, that is not
intended as all-inclusive. o

The updated List of (21) Projects (P. L-26, 29) utilized
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130 cannot be relied

upon for the intended purpose. The COT's list is selective

in a self-serving manner, supporting the suspicion that it

is colluding with the GHCSD and the County of Kern through
active effort or benign neglect, to fail to develop a

regional approach to sewering urbanized areas, zoned for

high intensity land use development. This is highly subversive
of rational development and the stated policies for certain
urbanized areas in the unincorporated TGB.

The COT intentionally disregards potential likely development
of such unincorporated commercial sites, among o%hers, e.g.
0ld Towne nonresidential land use zoned in south GHCSD. Other
unincorporated development cluster sites have a range of
liklihood that needs to be set forth, on the justification of
the Kern County Planning and Community Development Department. |
The Plan Projections summary approach of Guidelines section 15130
is superior to the List of Projects approach elevated by the COT.
The Plan Projections approach should be refined in a "related
planning document" (P. L-26), relating the potential water
use of all property in the GTB as presently zoned. Such a
gocument of reliability is now long overdue. A percentage of
buildout at 25 years, 50 years and TO0 years may be part of

a useful framework of such projections.

The revised water analysis completely ignores the realities of
ongoing Climate Change analysis. It relies exclusively on

a "looking backward" approach in this regard, for use and
supply analysis for the TGB. It is incumbent on a4 legitimate
assessment for this RDEIR, threshold in nature as it is, to
make an effort at one or more "looking forward" scenarios for
the TGB (and possibly adjacent Basins at the same time), making
use of extant Climate Change research on precipitation for

the Sierra Nevada and Tehachapi Mountains regions. Please

see ATTACHMENT'B', Memo of William L. Nelson dated July 17, 2013
to the TCCWD Board of Directors meeting, in this regard,

which includes attachments exhibiting the intense state of
research on these specific concerns.

5-3

5-4
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DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES (cont'd)

5-

The revised analysis identifies Chapter 13.08 of the COT's
Ordinance Code, "Water Entitlement Use Policy," (P. L-17),
but provides virtually no detail and application of this
important development entitlement to the instant Project or
rrojects on the updated List, for providing mitigation.

Among other things, Chapter 13.08, constitutes a development
impact mitigation, ipso facto, and its application and treat-
ment is required to be shown in the RDEIR, thus far undone.

The revised water analysis apparently did not utilize a specialist
Water Resources Consultant, 'nd does not expressly identify

the author of this section of analysis. This is hereby requested,
and if more than one person authored, an explanation of portions
and methods authored explained in the case of multiple authors.

The revised analysis mistates the Court's judgment: (P. L-26)

“the court in the Tehachapi First case determined that the
list was potentially under Inclusive, both geographically
and temporally."

The mis-statement is at once a conflation, improper limitation,
and mis-direction of what the court actually stated. Perhaps
the mis-statement is intended to lead the public and the court
into thinking the expansion of the list to the 21 selected
projects constitutes a robust inclusionary method. It does not.
The mis-statement emphasizes listmaking of the COT's choosing

to the detriment of the Plan Projections approach, clearly more
useful in this case of analyzing an extensive TGB growth future.

The List of Projects is grossly inadequate as presented in
apprehending the "temporal truncation" sought, a sequencing
and framework of analysis essential for understanding the
intent to expand SWP water importation to the TGB for
unimaginative growth. S

The revised analysis' distinction when concluding "no significant
impact on native groundwaters" is grossly artificial and mis-
leading in important respects. While it is understood that
certain numerical counting and water banking accounting native
groundwater from other sources, supplies and flows in the
hydrologic cycle, it disregards the actuality of potential
environmental impacts that deserve analysis and mitigation as
found necessary.

For one, no analysis is conducted that disaggregates SWP into

that which is used directly, and that which is pread for recharge,
nor that which may be treated and that which is not. 1In all
cases, the SWP raw water contains substances distinctly different
from that obtained via precipitation, ones that untreated, will

be carried into the GTB and adjacent Basins' soils and aquifers.

5-6
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DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES (cont'd)

8.

10.

(cont'd)

Such foreign SWP sediment coming into Tehachapi region Basins
would be certain to increase under the revised water analysis'
assumptions, and yet it is silent in even identifying this
reality, much less attempt to discuss it.

Water banking and focused recharge areas in particular, would
be especially susceptible to such impacts. These areas deserve
disclosure and review in this RDEIR's assessments.

A sound review may conclude that SWP treatment programs must
be implemented as a mitigation, and cost-sharing of such
mitigation may need to be borne by instant Project.

Secondly, the revised analysis ignores the physical reality,
that all of the "non-native" water supply sources merge with
the Basin groundwater soils and aquifers. Among other things,
the analysis' heavy reliance that future water demand will be
met by paper plan projections 1s insufficient and grossly
unreliable. No attempt in the revised analysis is made to
calibrate or verify the accuracy of existing groundwater supply
monitoring techniques, or propose measures for increased
reliability of supply management. Such mitigations are in order
since the monitoring is over-reliant on self-reporting by
participating purveyors, including the COT.

The adjudication of the TGB resulting in judgments in 1970 and
amended in 1973 represents an extremely dated basis and circum-
stance of analysis of the TGB native and natural supplies, and as
such is not sufficiently reliable for competently resolving
instant RDEIR purposes. While it may not be reasonable to
forestall all such developments of RDEIR's scope pending outcome
of a revisited adjudication by the court, clearly more adequate
analysis incorporating observed Climate Change and other changes
in the TGB are necessary for reasonable adequacy. See 4, above.

SWP has limited reliability, both temporally and other circum-
stances, for the purposes of supply to the TGB. Such
"reliability factoring" is grossly underanalyzed in this RDEIR.
The reliability/probability factors asserted are simply not
useable for critical development and mitigation decisions,
without substantial refinement and showing. Climate Change

and forecasted reductions and volatility of precipitation alone
dictate refinement. In addition, SWP funding uncertainty in the
future, and potential for catastrophic failures in the SWP system
affecting delivery to the TCCWD need to be reviewed in the RDEIR.

5-9 cont.
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DEFICITENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES (cont'd) ‘

s

12s

135

14.

The COT places extreme reliance on SWP to be delivered through
a renewed Term M&I Agreement with TCCWD (P. L-8). At this
juncture, such Agreement is hypothetical and speculative,

for the purposes of useful conclusions 1n the revised water
analysis. Among other things, it assumes an amount and a
priority of conferral of SWP 'supply from the District, that
may run very counter to doctrines of equity for other
landowners and jurisdictions within the boundaries of the
TCCWD, all of whom support the District's SWP infrastructure
and administration with property taxes.

The hypothetical agreement cannot be utilized as proposed

by the analysis. At minimu, a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) or other Agreement on Principles between affected
governing bodies needs to be accomplished by the TCCWD, in
order to lend any credence to its justification in the RDEIR.

It is further requested here, the revised analysis make extant
documentation on the present, as well as hypothetical Term
Agreement, part of this RDEIR record, as well as the adjudicated
decisions of 1970 and 1973 of the Kern Superior Court, as well
as any relevant TCCWD Ordinances, Rules, Regulations or other
documents implementing management of the TGB by the TCCWD as
Watermaster -- part of this RDEIR's record.

The COT and/or the TCCWD are hereby requested further, to make
the last ten (10) annual TGB Watermaster Reports, part of this
record. All of the requested records are hereby incorporated

by reference. —

The assumptions of GTA growth, vis-a-vis potential development
and increased water supply demands, need to be set forth, with
more showing of reasoning, and disaggregated by the four
groundwater Basins identified, as well. The gross percentage
projections presented, at a minimum, should be explained in
more detail.

Reliance upon inputs and data of the Kern Lounty Planning and
Community Development Department, requires better citation and
referencing and explanation. |
The COT's "Water Entitlement Use Policy" embodied in Chapt. 13.08
of the City's Ordinance Code, applies to instant Project and
most of the Project List ftor cumulative analysis purposes.

That Policy represensions expansions of "water supply entitle-
ments" as « discussed in the revised analysis (r. L-18, 19), and
therefore instant Project and cumulative Listed Projects in the
COT trigger the definition of "potentially significant water

impact(s)" (P. L-18).
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DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, INADEQUACIES (cont'd)

15.

16.

17.

POTENTIAL MITIGATIONS

MMRP to address impacts on groundwater supplies of the TGB cannot
be conclusively suggested. Having said that, potential mitigations
may include:

Project 7. on List (P. L-29 , "Tehachapi Hospital," grossly
understates that development's annual water use at 4 AFY. As
the COT has a substantial record and executed documents and
permitting of this project, including Chapt. 13.08 compliance
and fees exactions for connection, it is hereby requested those
be included in the revised analysis record and calculations,
which require correction. Those records are hereby incorpor-
ated by reference.

As well, the record of dispute and documentation of the

Tehachapi Hospital development adjacent Capital Hills,
represented by the List 7. in the RDEIR, as existing in the
record of TACLIG v. TVHD (Kern Superior Court Case No.
S-1500-CV-275260), with regard to all matters of water use

and supply to that project, are hereby incorporated by reference.

Project List 11. development, identified as "Aspen Street
Architects, Med. Ofc., with 66,000 SF, more or less, is
particularly noteworthy for purposes of guaging the veracity

of the COT in environmental proceedings. There is reason to
believe the COT has long known of this development proposal,
both at the time of the first Walmart DEIR promulgation and
circulation, such knowledge pre-dating the circulation of

the TVHD's Mitigated Negative Declaration for its Tehachapi

New Hospital Project, late subject of referenced TACLIG v. TVHD.

The revised analysis' assertion on P. L-42,

"Therefore, the cumulative impact on the native groundwater
supply would be less than significant."

This assertion 1s either totally hypothetical, based on the
narrowed reasoning for hoped-for outcome of authorities and
duties to be implemented by the TCCWD/Watermaster and court
oversight, and/or, it implicitly recognizes the mitigative
nature of the entire adjudicated framework, without treating
it as such.

It is the task of the RDEIR revised water analysis to incorporate
and integrate the COT and TCCWD into a MMRP for instant Project
and address cumulative impacts -- not wave them away so.

Merely identifying the existence of the authorities is not
sufficient for environmental impact mitigation purposes.

Without expansions and revisions to the RDEIR, a conclusive

5-16
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POTENTIAL MITIGATIONS (cont'd)

o ending the .OT's self-reporting status to the TCCWD/Watermaster|,

i.e. the TCCWD must conduct ansite verification of equipment,
meters and records of the COT purveyor, utilized in the
reporting of pumping from the TGB by the COT;

o0 use of a 50-year water supply use horizon 1in calculating
COT water entitlement fees and charges on rates for new
development;

0 1inclusion of the COT's MMRP implementation annual report,
in the TCCWD's annual TGB Report.

0 since the future cost of SWP supply to the District and
COT, includinn potential need to treat SWP before use/
spreading will be subject to change, COT's mitigating water
supply development fees and potential new rate components
need, accordingly, to be fashioned and exacted with
flexibility, terms and conditions;

o with each 5-year update to the Tehachapi Regional Urban
Water Management Plan, a more demanding and refined projection
of water uses, relative to land use development, should be
made as a supplemental analysis sufficient to meet the
more stringent needs of EIR reviews and Lead Agency decisions.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

While instant Project may not be required to be deferred
until such time as a re-opened TGB re-adjudication is sufficiently
processed to inform, it is reasonable to require a much higher
standard of review here, with this RDEIR.

The TGB historically has been subject to overpumping, and the
future of its supply is placed in greater jeopardy by Climate
Change and volatility. Lead Agency responses need to be highly
considered, and proportionate to this uncertainty.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this Project

of such importance to the Tehachapi Regino's future.

Respectfully submitted,

2D 2L

William L. Nelson
Attachments

5-19 cont.
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ATTACHMENT 'A'!
COT/Tehachapi Walmart RDEIR/WLN comments
August 12, 2013

P: 1 of 2 ALt

RDEIR text requiring more specific citation,

references, or explanation,

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS, UTILITIES AND

SERVICE SYSTEMS, 2. WATER

RDEIR P. L. starting "..."
L-1 "and municipal and industrial"
L-6 "2029, and 6,000 or more afy"
L-6 "agricultural and municipal"

- "multi-year, multi-phase"

- "wastewater which it"
L-7 "series of permanent"
L-8 "The renewal agreement"
L-10 "In 2010, the City"

L-10 "system is currently”
L-12 "Among other things, the plan”
L-12 "and the four CSDs"

L-20 "The City, the County of Kern"
L-23 "7,249 afy from the SWP"

Notes/Requested

actual numbers/percentages
of SWP agricultural irriga-
tion v. "native" pumped

cite District records, repor
or analysis

cite research showing septic
tank leach field recharge
potential asserted

estimate year of completion

provide copy of District-CCI
contract to record

provide copy of City-GHCSD
contract to record

provide record of all public
records of COT-TCCWD renewal
agreement negotiation to-dat:

document current as well as
water connections
number, and characterize:
e.g. multi-unit buildings
served with one "connection,'
how counted, billed, etc.

document assertion that
"system ...is in good
repair"

cite where TRUWMP makes

consistent water supply
conclusions

cite TRUWMP four agencies
use projections

cite analysis for growth
rates

cite source and show
calculation of "87%
probability"
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ATTACHMENT 'A! P. 2 of 2 Att.
COT/Tehachapi Walmart RDEIR/WLN comments

August 12, 2013

RDEIR text requiring more specific citation,
references, or explanation,
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS, UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS, 2. WATER

RDEIR P. L. starting "..." Notes/Requested

L-27 "of 30 afy, and it is doubtful" reference (TCCWD)
reasoning that owner
would be denied a Long-Term
contract for SWP with
District

L-27 "525,364 gallons per day" cite/reference/provide 5-21 cont.
calculations of "nonspecific
standard assumptions"

L-27 "Engineer developed specific" provide calculations
performed by COT Engineer
L-31 "physical capacity to accept" cite (TCCWD's) analysis,

reasoning, report
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William L. Nelson
P.O. Box 308
Tehachapi, CA 93581

TRANSMITTAL MEMO

DATE: July 17, 2013

TO: Board of Directors,
Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District

FR: William L. Nelson

RE: Climate change, Tehachapi Region's ecology,
and water resources management;

Please find under this cover, five (5) articles about
the monitoring and forecasting of climate change, with
specific discussions of snowpack and precipitation forecasts,
including applications for the Tehachapi Region's ecological"
future.

The Tehachapi Region's ecology is relatively fragile,
and may already be at a threshold stage for transformation
into ecotones more characteristic of surrounding drier ones.
The historic uses of the settled valleys have been relatively
abusive to the natural ecology, denuding most of the oak
woodlands, compromising groundwaters in quantity and quality,
and otherwise substantially drying out and damaging riparian
watersheds.

It is incumbent upon the Tehachapi-Cummings County Water
District to develop far-reaching public education programs,
and changes to land use and agricultural practices, to ensure
some degree of preservation of the benefits the Region has
enjoyed from higher precipitation than surrounding ecotones.
It is already unlikely that with any major burn-offs of the
alpine forest areas, that any similar ecotone replacement would
be achievable. -

Without vigorous efforts, the Region may well be destined
to transform to sageland desert and marginally productive farm
lands. This need not be inevitable, since soil and crop practices
could be far more preservative of moisture. Native oaks, with
their natural drought resistance, must be preserved and protected
most vigrously, with stronger County and local ordinances, among
other things.

Attachments
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l California Mountains Will See | ess Snowfall In The Future
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As Reported by April Flowers for
redOrbit.com -~ Your Universe
Online

A new study from UCLA reveals
snowfall in the Los Angeles-area
mountains will be 30 to 40 percent
lower by mid-century than it was
at the end of the 20th century

Depending on how the world
reacts, the projected snow loss,

i which is a result of climate change,
might be even worse by the end
of the 21st century. Climate expert
Alex Hall, wha led the study, said
that sustained action to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions has the potential to keep annual
average snowfall steady after mid-century. If emissions continue unabated, however, the study predicts
snowfall in the Southern California Mountains will be two-thirds less in 2100 than it was before 2000.

“Climate change has become inevitable, and we're going to lose a substantial amount of snow by
midcentury,” said Hall, a professor in UCLA's Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences and
UCLA's Institute of the Environment and Sustainability. "But our choices matter. By the end of the
century, there will be stark differences in how much snowfall remains, depending on whether we begin
to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.”

"This science is clear and compelling: Los Angeles must begin today to prepare for climate change,"
said Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa. “We invested in this study and created the AdaptlA
framework to craft innovative solutions and preserve our quality of life for the next generation of
Angelenos.”

Snow enthusiasts who enjoy skiing and sledding in the local mountains won't be the anly ones
affected by less snowfall in general and a complete loss of snow at some [ower elevations. Such loss
could also mean changes in the seasonal timing of local water resources, greater difficulty controlling
floods and damage to mountain and river ecosystems.

Hall, whose previous research found the region will warm 4 to 5 degrees by mid-century, said the
impact to actual snow on the ground could be even greater because the researchers quantified
snowfall but not snow melt. The team estimates the snowpack could melt an average of 16 days
soaner than it did in 2000.

"We won't reach the 32-degree threshold for snow as often, so a greater percentage of precipitation
will fall as rain instead of snow, particularly at lower elevations,” Hall said. “Increased flooding is
possible from the more frequent rains, and springtime runoff from melting snowpack will happen
sooner.”

"As a California resident, I spend my winters snowboarding in mountains throughout our amazing
state,” said Jeremy Jones, founder of Protect Our Winters, an environmental nonprofit composed of
winter sports enthusiasts. "It breaks my heart to see America's great natural resources harmed by
climate change. We must, immediately, begin to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. There is no
choice”

The study, entitled "Mid- and End-of-Century Snowfall in the Los Angeles Region,” [s the most detailed
research to date, examining the effects of climate change on snowfall in the Southern California
mountains. The complete text of the report, along with maps and graphics, is available anline at C-
CHANGE LA/snowfall. This study is the second part of UCLA's ongoing research project, "Climate
Change in the Los Angeles Region.”

http://thegreenregister.com/california-mountains-will-see-less-snow fall-in-the-future/ 7/16/2013
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The research team studied snowfall in the San Gabriel Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, San
Emigdio/Tehachapi Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains. Low-resolution global climate models were
scaled down to create high-resolution models with data specific to towns such as Lake Arrowhead, Big
Bear, Wrightwood and Idyllwild.

Baseline snowfall amounts from 1981 to 2000 were used to predict snow amounts for mid-century
(2041 to 2060) and the end of the century (2081 to 2100) under a “business-as-usual” scenario, in
which the greenhouse gas emissions increase unchecked. They also used a “mitigation” scenario, in
which the world significantly reduces emissions. The contrast between the scenarios would be dramatic
by the end of the century.

Mid-century snow levels would be 31 percent lower than baseline in the mitigation scenario, but would
remain relatively steady at only 33 percent below baseline by the end of the century. On the other
hand, in the "business-as-usual” scenario, 42 percent of the snow is expected to disappear by mid-
century before decreasing dramatically to a 67 percent loss by the end of the 21st century.

“The mountains won't receive nearly as much snow as they used to, and the snow they do get will not
last as long," Hall said.

Photo Credit: Derjsr/Wikimedia Commons (CC BY-SA 3.0)

Read this article on redQOrbit.com - Your Universe Online

Page 2 of 2
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Los Angeles could lose 40 percent of its snowfall by the middle of this century to climate change, predicts a new study from researchers at UCLA.

Lead researcher Alex Hall and his team used global climate models to project dramatic drops in snowfall in the region's low-elevation mountains within 30
years —whether humans cut carbon emissions significantly or not.

In a scenario where global carbon emissions slow, the study predicts snowfall at 63% of present rates by the mid-21st Century.

If anthropomorphic contributions to greenhouse gases continue unchecked, snowfall will drop to 58% of present rates. "Areas of particularly noticeable loss
[of snow] include the northern hills of the San Gabriel Mountains and the areas between the San Gabriel and Tehachapi Mountains,"” write the authors.

UCLA researcher Alex Hall says the numbers are a bit "fuzzy" - that is, different global climate models predict slightly diverse outcomes - but added
together, they paint a picture of significant loss of snow in southern California.

"That loss may nol be quite as great as the most likely estimate, or it might be quite a bit greater, but there definitely will be some kind of a loss, and it will
probably be pretly significant,” he says.

http://www.scpr.org/programs/take-two/2013/06/14/32249/ucla-predicts-40-percent-drop-in-la-area-snow... 7/16/2013
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The study Is the second in which the UCLA team relies on complex calculations to forecast the impact of climale change on LA's geography with deep
precision. Meandering and jagged coastlines, mountains and canyons are represented in the analysis. By looking more closely at “micro” climate zones,
researchers say they can create more accurate and more useful predictions on which southern Californians can rely.

"Anyone who has explored the landscape in the Los Angeles region can tell you there's a lot of climate variety here,” says Hall. "The goal is to take into
account all of that complexity and make a comprehensive assessment of climate change.”

For southern California mountain areas, winter's snow sports bring tourists, money and jobs.

"It's really great to hear about the study, because it's just another tool that we can have lo raise awareness of climate change when it comes to winter
sports and recreation,” says Chris Steinkamp, with the group Protect Qur Winters, which lobbies Congress on behalf of snow sport enthusiasts to take
action on climate change.

Steinkamp says UCLA's study demonstrates how vulnerable resart towns like Big Bear are. "We work with a lot of professional athletes that ride up there,
and we have friends that work in restaurants and small businesses up there,” Steinkamp says. "So when it doesn'l snow, those jobs are at stake. And it's a
really lerrible situation in terms of the economy up there."

Snowpack also melts into streams and rivers and becomes waler supply.

Celeste Cantu of the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority says UCLA’s snowfall study confirms the authority's own predictions about precipitation.
Relying on this research, Cantu says, southern California's water managers can adapt the ways they store rain and snowmelt.

“So we are looking at, how do we operate differently to respond to that changed dynamic?" Cantu says. "And we can do it."

UCLA's study does offer some enticement for cutting carbon. It suggests that by century's end, slowing human contributions to global warming would keep
more snow on the mountain longer. In contrast, business as usual could push snowpack down to a third what it is now within 100 years.

Alex Hall emphasizes that he and the other authors make no policy recommendations in the new study. "It's meant to be empowering," Hall says. "li's
pulting the decision-making ability into the hands of the people of Los Angeles. It's giving them the information they need to make informed decisions.”

California lawmakers to vote on $96 billion budget

+ LA Unified philanthropy helps students and superintendent

Friday Flashback: NSA, Snowden, Murdoch split and more

Internet pioneer Leonard Kleinrock on the 'dark side' of the Web
Portugal. The Man and their 'Evil Friends'

California faces unique obstacles in implementing Affordable Care Act
ProPublica launches investigation into unpaid internships

The state of women in the video game world

Scientists urge use of contraception to control wild horse population
How facelifts could fuel Nicaragua's economy

How Wal-Mart's sourcing, pricing challenges neighborhoods (poll, photos)
Closure of Ralphs in South LA highlights continuing food desert issues
» The role of fathers in the new modern family
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.

http://www.scpr.org/programs/take-two/2013/06/14/32249/ucla-predicts-40-percent-drop-in-la-area-snow...  7/16/2013



‘Bad news: Calif. snowpack 17 percent of normal - Pasadena Star-News Page 1 of 2

~
F @ (626) 204-1700
20 10-20 12 H'R HKE G510 South J-ml{}:hu;'\vnnua . F’Nﬁgal??%\ﬁgdm
o Iefjencypk cen = Linongs 1
BES‘ 50“ 1oF Livi ng PAsabena's PREMIER INDEPENDENT
Baclie e indeti a i, o T A8/ A (
Pasadena Weekly Poll il ! ANDASSETED LIvING COMMUNIT
Waeathor: |+ | PASADEMA, CA | Now: 77°F | High: 85°F | Law: 84°F | 5-Dary Forazas! Live Tratfic: 134W 1108 7103 6055 210E 210W 10w
: " Subsenbiar Servicos | Subscnibe | 8-Edition |
@ This Site b Web Search powsind by YAHOG! SEARC)H Awits | Login | Mewsigtiar r RES
Home News Sports Money Opinlon LA. Entertainment Info Shopping Jobs Autos Ciassified Place Ad Homes Obits Diractorios
Itecomment Sign Up to see what your Irends recommend. Share Tweot 0
Maost Viewad Most Ernalled 5
1. UCLA and Cedars- Recommand (his an Googla Wﬂ]]bedsuﬂ Mofe
csimbnslint oy AOOR D BooRHARK o1 43 Wallbed systems that
Rikifg - News print - Emal  [=[ATA] Font Resize make your rooms
2 _h-!onrﬁvial poilc:y work and your guests
investigale ea - f
Sunday moming Bad news: Calif. snowpack 17 percent of normal leal wolcomed.
shoaling
3. 2 dozen homas still
By TRACIE CONE and RICH FEDRONCELLI Associated Press
::m‘:'“d from Caf Posted:  05/02/2013 11:08:04 AM PD
Updated: 05/02/2013 12:53:46 PM PDT
4. Football: Chargers pde S
floping naw 20ach s ECHO SUMMIT, Calif.—The man in charge of surveying Califomia's snowpack to measure the amount of
oy i 2
5. Four-year-old girl kiled,  Water that will flow into storage reservoirs aver the next few months had bad news Thursday.
six injured in 4-vehicle
i g::;' d':ﬂg‘;:i crlcally “I'm finding nothing. Serlously, there is no snow on the course at all," said Frank Gehrke, chief surveyor for the
" Infvad In crash Department of Water Resources.
between two bicyclists
7. Cily of Hope The survey showed the water content of what little snowpack does remain at 17 percent of normal, an
rasearchers link single  pminous situation for a state that depends on a steady stream of snowmelt to replenish reservoirs throughout
protaw fo/obe sy, the summer.
cancar
B. High School Football:
Enlire Alhnambra For nearly a century the state has been laking snaw measurements at select areas across the Slerra Nevada
coaching staff In an attempt to gauge how much water will be available for farmers and city dwellers, Having a course bare of
A g's"““‘m snow is not unheard of in May—the last month it Is measured—but It's another stark reminder that water will
. Sandy Hook shooling
causas Alhambea be In short supply this summer.
Unified School District
E bi-:l'd a f::“;: afgllﬂd With the DWR projecting to supply just 35 percent of whal 28 agencies providing water to 25 milllon
onlerey Highlands :
10. Residents d d sily Californians say they need, officials still are not ready o call it a drought.
lake aclion on Edison
‘wasteland’ "We're not using that word yet,” said spokesman Ted Thomas.
After a wet fall California's precipitation declined and every monthly measurement in 2013 recorded a
progressively diminishing snowpack. Exactly how accurate those physical and electronic measurements are is
More News the subject of a NASA misslon that is collecting data from the air to help
UCLA and Cedars-Sinal ) ) determine how much water will flow out of the
among "Best Hospitalg" Slerra Nevada as snow melts,
InU.S. News Ranking Advertisement
Monrovia police 3, Driver Distance Killar? Taka 28 Since April the NASA team has baen warking with
invesligate early Sunday N / Seconds and Seo How to Hit the DWR to map the snowpack from (he air using
Aty shooling Longer, Stralghter Drives lidar technalogy, which emits 100,000 pulses of
:;:::krf;;:r:‘:ﬁu:n]: - ‘ (Frea... light a second to record the surface elevation of
Yaslel Puig can dona — snow throughout the mountalns. Scienlists then
wrong ' Have a $500k Portfalla? Wil you compare the elevations lo measurements of the
Alladena tean seaks * bo able to retire In comfort? mountains without snow to determine the
Pakaman crowe al ward . Click here for your must-read thickness,
championship guidel
Residants demand cily The hope Is to get a more accurate picture of the
lake aclicn an Edison Pastor says he turned his amount of water the state can rely upon.
‘wasteland . | father's 340,000 retiremant Into
People need lo have a $386,000 by filpping this q
digital axetulor whari *Obaina blundsr "Think of your TV screen made of millions of
Ihay plan their estale, pixels. How good is your picture when you have
axper says Audvencrigh by Yoastentfedrin, Just a few of those pixels lumed on? You can get
Callrans reopens two an indicatlon, but what we're doing Is luming them
lanas on |-5 Monday all on," said Tom Palnter, the principal scientist for
Q8A Tommy Lasorda the airbome snow survey al NASA's Jel Propulsion
lalks lood, baseball and  Laboratory.
mativalion, as anly Mr
Dodger can The aerial sclentists are also using spactromelers to measure the reflectlvity of the snow. That will indicate
Soulh-LA. acllvisls, how much energy the snow is absarbing which will determine the expected melt rate.
police urge resiraint In
Zimmerman verdict . . . .
protests Ii's the same process NASA is using in the Upper Colorado River Basin, which supplies water to much of the
Sandy Hook shooting western U.S.
causes Alhambra Unlied 5 | 5. 4 '
Grhanl Nigldrbin il Poan—e 't provides up to 75 percent of the freshwa(qﬁ‘a;ﬁ ﬁ&‘njpe West and 30 percent of California's water
# Today's Promotion Lo "
< >

http://www.pasadenastarnews.com/california/ci_23156942/bad-news-calif-snowpack-17-percent-normal 7/16/2013



" Jet Propulsion Laboratory scientists oversees airborne laboratory being used to measure California's sno... Page 1 of 3

Like 893 Place An Ad Jobs Cars Legals Real Estate Rentals More Clossifieds

Special Sections
-Glendale
Y . 2y a2l a) Tuesday, July 16, 2013
ew - i ‘ ess 11:30 a.m. PDT
. " W W v -, a7

HOME NEWS SPORTS MARQUEE OPINION PLHOTOS COMMUNITY CALENDAR ADVERTISE  OFFERS & DEALS

The 818 Now Businesy Education JPL Public Safety Politics Election 2013 For the Record Site Index

INTHE NEWS: ENERGY-SAVING REBATES | GUSD SUSPENSIONS | FREEWAY LANES REOPEN petnen

Intr OdUClﬂg new PRINCESS CRUISES

wpcape complataly

Weekend Getaways from Princess Cruises

Book Now

Home > Glendale News > JPL News

Airborne laboratory being used to measure Sty Connpeted

. s Follow us on Facebook » | Sports »
CallfOI'l’lla S SI’lOV\TpaCk T @PasadenaSun » | @PasadenaSports »
By taking sophisticated instrument readings of the snow depth and reflected sunlight, Times Community News: Burbunkl.eader.com |

. GlendaleNewsPress.com | LaCanadaOuline.com
researchers hope to improve the accuracy of runoff forecasts.

(o Email Share 0 Tweet ' 0 Like 0 o

adverllisemont
2 One Question Site Survey
11 TAKES ONLY SECONDS TO ANSWER BELOW
Which of the following insurance companies would

you consider buying? (Saelect up to 5 answers)
SELECT UP TO 5 ANSWERS

[] Famers
["] Progressive
[] State Farm
[7] Nationwlide
] Alistate
[T] Other/none

| VOTE TO SEE RESULTS |

[ POWERED BY VIZU CRMCGNTDNEREACE LN |

: SN 54 S ’
ap v ¢ ){ .
ju ,e e ) rg ;h"

Tom Painter, a scientist with NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratary left , with Frank Gehrke, state snow survey chief, in the
flying laboratory. Starting in early April, researchers have made weekly flights over the upper Tuolumne River basin,
taking sophisticated instrument readings of the snow depth and reflected sunlight. The information, coupled with data
from the ground measurements, promises to paint the most comprehensive snowpack picture that water managers
have ever had, (California Department of Water Resources)

TOPICS By Bettina Boxall, Los Angeles Times

May 6, 2013 |i9:56 am.
+ NASA

+ Cross Country Skiing

Teams will fan out across the Sierra Nevada on Thursday to
perform their final snow survey of the season, a closely
watched rite of spring that helps determine how much water
will flow to farms and cities in coming months.

+ Jet Propulsion Lahoratory
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But 18,000 feet above the Sierra slopes, an airborne

experiment is underway that could revolutionize that ritual.

Starting in early April, researchers have made weekly flights
over the upper Tuolumne River basin, taking sophisticated
instrument readings of the snow depth and reflected sunlight.
The information, coupled with data from the ground

www pqriwizard.com = : :
measurements, promises to paint the most comprehensive

On Site Scale Service snowpack picture that water managers have ever had.

Sales, Calibration, Repalr & Rental Cail
Now! 877-65-SCALE

BullseyeScale.com "This is the first time that we've actually known how much

" water there is," said Tom Painter, a scientist with NASA's Jet
Propulsion Laboratory in La Cafiada Flintridge who is
overseeing the aerial project with the California Department
of Water Resources.

The West's mountain snowpack forms a crucial natural reservoir, melting into runoff that rules dam
operations and water allocations from California to the Rocky Mountains.

Water managers started measuring the snowpack a century ago, developing a simple system that
remains in use today. Surveyors with water agencies and utilities snap on cross-country skis once a
month during the winter and early spring and return to several hundred alpine spots year after year to
measure the snow's water content.

They drive hollow aluminum tubes into the snow, measure the snow depth and then weigh the snow-
filled tubes to determine the snow’s water volume. In recent decades, the manual measurements have
been supplemented with snow pillows — large electronic scales installed at various mountain
locations that automatically weigh the snow accumulated on the pillow.

The readings are fed into a computer, along with precipitation and stream flow statistics and historic
data, to produce the spring and summer runoff forecasts.

"Tt works very well and would still be something we would rely on quite heavily," said state snow
survey chief Frank Gehrke, who is working on the airborne project with Painter. "But even now, in
relatively dry years and relatively wet years, it tends to break down a little bit."

Read more >>>

Caperizht i 2013, Los Angeles Times
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Pacific Dictates Droughts and Drenchings

JAN 23 2004

January 28, 2004

The cooler and drier conditions in Southern California over the last few years appear to be a direct result of a long-term ocean pattern
known as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, according to research presented recently at the 2004 meeting of the American Meteorological
Society.

The study by Steve LaDochy, asscciate professor of geography at California State University, Los Angeles; Dr. Bill Patzert, research
oceanographer at NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, Calif.; and others, suggests Pacific oceanic and atmospheric
measurements can be used to forecast seasonal West Coast temperatures and precipitation up to a year in advance, from Seattle to San
Diego.

An important climate controller, the Pacific Decadal Oscillation is a basin-wide oceanic pattern similar to El Nifio and La Nifia but much
larger. The pattern lasts many decades rather than just a few months like El Nifio and La Nifia. The climatic fingerprints of the pattern are
most visible in the North Pacific and North America, with secondary influences coming from the tropics. The long-term nature of the
pattern makes it useful for forecasting, as its effects persist for so long.

Since mid-1992, NASA has been able to provide space-based, synoptic views of the entire Pacific Ocean and its shifts in heat content
through the Topex/Poseidon mission and its follow-up mission, Jason (which began in 2001). Before these satellites were available,
monitoring oceanic climate signals in near-real time was virtually impossible.

The remarkable data and images can tag and monitor the shifts in shart-term climate events, like El Nifio and La Nifia, and long-term
events such as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation. These data provide a 13-year continuous, complete time-series of two major El Nifios and
two La Nifas, and have made it possible to detect a major phase shift of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation. Patzert and LaDochy show that
these data, when combined with longer-term studies of land-based data, provide a powerful set of forecasting tools.

The pattern shifted to a negative, cool phase, leading to wetter conditions in the U.S. Pacific Northwest, and drier than normal conditions
in Central and Southern California this decade. Since the last El Nino in 1997-1998, the Los Angeles area has had only 79 percent of its
normal rainfall, Patzert said. Lake Mead, the great fresh-water reservoir in southeast Nevada, is at less than 50 percent of normal
capacity. Also, huge West Coast fires over the past few years have been greatly exacerbated by drought induced by the pattern, Patzert
added.

“These shifts in the pattern are long-term tendencies, which actually have a bigger economic impact than El Nifio," said Patzert. "People
talk about floods from El Nifio, but what really has a harsh and costly impact is a five-year drought.”

"A full cycle of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (cool to warm and back to cool) runs about 50 years," said LaDochy. "Over the next several
years there is going to be a tendency toward dry and colder temperatures in the southern U.S. West Coast. It is very difficult to forecast
day-to-day here on the West Coast, but we can say with some confidence that over the next five years, we'd better start saving water."

The researchers used more than 50 years of U.S. climatic information, and Pacific atmospheric and oceanic data from the National

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's National Centers for Environmental Prediction. By comparing data, they saw strong
correlations between Pacific climate patterns, temperatures and precipitation trends on the West Coast. They then were able to develop

http://www.jpl.nasa.gov/news/news.php?releasc=41 7/16/2013
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"hindcasts" to explain temperature and precipitation variabﬁity for West Coast regions. These decadal cycles also will be useful for
explaining future regional climate variability.

NASA's Earth Science Enterprise is dedicated to understanding the Earth as an integrated system and applying Earth System Science to
improve prediction of climate, weather and natural hazards using the unique vantage point of space.

For more information and images about the research on the Internet, visit;
hitp://www.gsfc.nasa gov/topstory/2004/0116westcoast.html.

JPL is managed for NASA by the California Institute of Technology in Pasadena.

Alan Buis (818) 354-0474
Jet Propulsion Laboratory, Pasadena, Calif.

Elvia H. Thompson (202) 358-1696
NASA Headquarters, Washington, D.C.

Krishna Ramanujan (607) 273-2561
Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Md.

2004-41

hitp://www.jpl.nasa.gov/news/news.php?release=41 7/16/2013



LETTER NO. 6
INFORMAL COMMENTS

John Martin, General Manager
TEHACHAPI-CUMMINGS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
22901 Banducci Road

Tehachapi CA 93561

While the RDEIR was being circulated for public comment, the City consulted informally with the
District’s staff regarding Section IV.L.

The following are the informal comments:
Comment No. 6-1

Page IV.L-3, describing the principal terms of the judgment entered in the Tehachapi Basin groundwater
adjudication, says that the judgment “[p]rovided for additional domestic users to pump up to three
acre-feet per year ....” The City was asked for the source of this information.

Comment No. 6-2

Page IV.L-38 states: “The table [IV.L-18 in the text] assumes that no water conservation measures are
undertaken to reduce demand ...” District staff noted that the Regional Urban Water Management
Plan’s estimate of the City’s demand for water assumed that the targets set by the Water Conservation
Act of 2009 would be met.

Comment No. 6-3

Table IV.L-7 of the RDEIR estimated the future Tehachapi Hospital’s water consumption at 4 afy. Annual
consumption by the new hospital, as estimated in the mitigated negative declaration adopted by the
Tehachapi Valley Healthcare District, was 37.51 afy. In connection with the City’s annexation of the
project, the healthcare district permanently transferred Tehachapi Basin water rights to the City with an
Allowed Pumping Allocation of 24.667 afy, pursuant to an Agreement for Water Rights Transfer between
the parties, dated Feb. 14, 2013. In light of these facts, the City was asked to revisit its estimate of the
hospital’s annual water consumption.

Comment No. 6-4

Table IV.L-7 of the RDEIR incorporates the City Engineer’s estimate of the average amount of water
consumed in gallons per day (gpd) per Equivalent Dwelling Unit (edu) in the City of Tehachapi to
estimate the water consumption of every listed project other than project no. 21 (Plan Amendment No.
111). The engineer’s estimate is 300 gpd/edu; the Prior EIR used an estimate of 470 gpd/edu for single
family homes. The City was asked to compare the lower ratio in the RDEIR with actual water
consumption data from three specific single family residential developments known as KB, Pannon, and
Alta.
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Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Project Results Summary

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Diesel Electric Locomotive

Receiver:  Tucker Rd. - north of Tehachapi BI.
Land Use Category:| 2. Residential
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Dist to Sev. Impact Contou “
Noise Source Parameters |
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source 1 Results
—

Leq(day): 48.0 dBA
Leq(night): 48.0 dBA
Ldn: 54.4 dBA

Source 2 Results

Leq(day): 43.6 dBA
Leq(night): 43.6 dBA
Ldn: 50.0 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 55.7 dBA

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train. 4
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  1.46
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft) 940
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings. 0
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
Source Type: Fixed Guideway
Specific Source: Rail Car
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train, 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train, 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 940
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings' 0
/Adjustments Noise Barrier? No
Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track? No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Leq(day): 34.8 dBA
Leq(night): 34.8 dBA
Ldn: 41.2 dBA

Source Type: Fixed Guideway
Specific Source: Locomotive Warning Horn
Daytime hrs
Speed, 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Nighttime hrs
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 6070
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings' 5
Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 55.9 dBA

Source 4 Results

Adjustments

Daytime hrs Leq(day): 20.8 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 20.8 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  1.46 Ldn: 27.2 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 55.9 dBA
hrs
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr; 1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft) 6070
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings . 5




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Project Results Summary

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Diesel Electric Locomotive

Receiver:  Tucker Rd. - north of Tehachapi BI.
Land Use Category:| 2. Residential
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Dist to Sev. Impact Contou “
Noise Source Parameters |
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source 1 Results
—

Leq(day): 49.8 dBA
Leq(night): 49.8 dBA
Ldn: 56.3 dBA

Source 2 Results

Leq(day): 45.4 dBA
Leq(night): 45.4 dBA
Ldn: 51.8 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 57.6 dBA

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train. 4
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft) 940
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings. 0
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
Source Type: Fixed Guideway
Specific Source: Rail Car
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train, 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train, 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 940
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings' 0
/Adjustments Noise Barrier? No
Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track? No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Leq(day): 36.7 dBA
Leq(night): 36.7 dBA
Ldn: 43.1 dBA

Source Type: Fixed Guideway
Specific Source: Locomotive Warning Horn
Daytime hrs
Speed, 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  2.25
Nighttime hrs
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 6070
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings' 5
Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3) 57.7 dBA

Source 4 Results

Adjustments

Daytime hrs Leq(day): 22.7 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 22.7 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr,  2.25 Ldn: 29.1 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 57.8 dBA
hrs
Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr; 2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft) 6070
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings . 5




Roadway and Highway Traffic Noise Levels (’) CADENCE

Project Name: Tehachapi Walmart - Residential Uses

Background Information
Model Description: Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement (November 2009) methodologies.

Analysis Scenarios: Existing and Future Traffic Volumes.
Source of Traffic Volumes:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 24, 2010.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Measurement Measurement Measurement L affic
Analysis Location Land Use L Duration Duration Hour Traffic Gy ezl ADT Volume % Day % Eve % Night FEEkblony - i
dBA Leq N - Hour dBALeq dBACNEL
Minutes Traffic Volume Volume
Volume
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 59.5 20 209 627 1,071 12,773 75.33% 8.81% 15.86% 61.8 63.2

56.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0

Union Pacific Railroad

Existing + Project Noise Traffic Impacts
Existing ADT Existing 24- Project ADT Existing + Existing + Project Project Project Only

aaahesiocstion LarEED Volume  HourCNEL Volume  Project ADT  24-Hour CNEL Change CNEL
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 12,773 63.2 1,105 13,878 63.6 0.3 52.6
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 56.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0 64.3

Year 2011 Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Existing ADT Existing 24- Year 2011 + 2011 + Project Cumulative

Qpab=liocation RandiUss Volume  Hour CNEL Project ADT  24-Hour CNEL  Change
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 12,773 63.2 19,283 65.0 1.8
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0 65.8

Project Contribution to Year 2011 Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts

Listed
O P TS Existing ADT _ Existing 24-  Year 2011 - 201214::;:Jr°°’ 2011 + Project Project P::T'Ii‘i:;f“&
Volume Hour CNEL  Project ADT CNEL 24-Hour CNEL  Contribution Growth Onl:
ly
CNEL
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 12,773 63.2 18,178 64.7 65.0 0.2 59.5
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0 58.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0 65.6 65.8 61.8
General Plan Buildout Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Analysis Location Land Use isting ADT isting 24- GP 3 il + GP + Project Cumulative
Volume Hour CNEL  Project ADT  24-Hour CNEL Change
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 12,773 63.2 16,250 64.2 1.2
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0 65.2
Project Contribution to General lan Buildout Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Analysis Location Land Use isting ADT isting 24- GP : i - GP - Project 24- GP + Project 24- Pro.jecl_
Volume Hour CNEL  Project ADT Hour CNEL Hour CNEL Contribution
Tucker Road - north of Tehachapi BI. Residential 12,773 63.2 15,145 63.9 64.2 0.2
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 64.0 64.9 65.2

Note: Project and Cumulative Change and Contribution numbers may not appear to add correctly due to rounding in the spreadsheet model.



Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Receiver:

Tehachapi Bvdl. - west of Mt. View Ave.

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

_ Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locosi/train| 4 Leq(day): 43.7 dBA
Speed (mph) . 25 Leq(night): 43.7 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46 Ldn: 50.2 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 900
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 1
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 39.3 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 39.3 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46 Ldn: 45.8 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 51.5 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 900
i Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 1
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 37.3 dBA
Leq(night): 37.3 dBA
Ldn: 43.7 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 52.2 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 4150
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings .7
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 23.3 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 23.3 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr 1.46 Ldn: 29.7 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 52.2 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 4150
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings ' 7




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Receiver:

Tehachapi Blvd. - west of Mill St.

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train; 4 Leq(day): 47.4 dBA
~ speed(mph) 25 Leq(night): 47.4 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46 Ldn: 53.8 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 410
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 2
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 43.0 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 43.0 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46 Ldn: 49.4 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 55.1 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 410
i Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 2
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 41.4 dBA
Leq(night): 41.4 dBA
Ldn: 47.8 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 55.9 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 2200
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings .6
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 27.4 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 27.4 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr 1.46 Ldn: 33.8 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 55.9 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 2200
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings 6




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Receiver:

Mulberry St. - south of Tehachapi BI.

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locosi/train| 4 Leq(day): 40.3 dBA
Speed (mph) . 25 Leq(night): 40.3 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46 Ldn: 46.7 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 660
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 5
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 35.9 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 35.9 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46 Ldn: 42.3 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 48.0 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 660
i Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 5
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 40.3 dBA
Leq(night): 40.3 dBA
Ldn: 46.7 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 50.4 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  1.46
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 2600
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings: 8
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 26.3 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 26.3 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr 1.46 Ldn: 32.7 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 50.5 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  1.46
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 2600
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings ' 8




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Receiver:

Tehachapi Bvdl. - west of Mt. View Ave.

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locosi/train| 4 Leq(day): 45.8 dBA
Speed (mph) . 25 Leq(night): 45.6 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.35 Ldn: 52.1 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 900
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 1
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 41.2 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 41.2 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr; 225 Ldn: 47.6 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 53.4 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 900
i Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 1
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 39.1 dBA
Leq(night): 39.1 dBA
Ldn: 45.5 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 54.1 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.25
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 4150
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings .7
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 25.1 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 25.1 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 225 Ldn: 31.6 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 54.1 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 4150
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings ' 7




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Receiver:

Tehachapi Blvd. - west of Mill St.

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locosi/train| 4 Leq(day): 49.2 dBA
Speed (mph) . 25 Leq(night): 49.2 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.25 Ldn: 55.7 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 410
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 2
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 44.8 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 44.8 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr; 225 Ldn: 51.3 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 57.0 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 410
) Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 2
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 43.3 dBA
Leq(night): 43.3 dBA
Ldn: 49.7 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 57.7 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.25
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 2200
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings .6
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 29.3 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 29.3 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 225 Ldn: 35.7 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 57.8 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 2200
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings 6




Federal Transit Administration

Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Copyright 2007 HMMH Inc.

version: 7/3/2007

Project: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Receiver Parameters

Project Results Summary

Existing Ldi

Receiver:  Mulberry St. - south of Tehachapi BI.
Land Use Category:| 2. Residential Impact?:
Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): 60 dBA
Distance to Impact Contours
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour:---
Dist to Sev. Impact Contour: |-
|Noise Source Parameters ||
Number of Noise Sources: 4 I
Noise Source Parameters Source 1

Source Type: |

_ Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway

Diesel Electric Locomotive

Source 1_Results

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Locomotive Warning Horn

Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train; 4 Leq(day): 42.1 dBA
~ speed(mph) 25 Leq(night): 42.1 dBA
Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.25 Ldn: 48.6 dBA
Nighttime hrs Avg. Number of Locos/train| 4
Speed (mph): 25
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft), 660
Number of’ln(érvénihg Rows of Bl’lild’ing’s' 5
|Adjustments
Noise Source Parameters Source 2
| Source Type:  Fixed Guideway
Specific Source:| Rail Car Source 2 Results
Daytime hrs Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train| 116 Leq(day): 37.7 dBA
Speed (mph) 25 Leq(night): 37.7 dBA
__Avg. Number of Events/hr; 225 Ldn: 44.1 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-2): 49.9 dBA
Nighttime hrs ‘Avg. Number of Rail Cars/train. 116
Speed (mph): 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr;  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft). 660
i Num’ber’of’ln(érvénin’g Rows of Bdildingé 5
|Adjustments Noise Barrier?. No
- Jointed Track? No
Embedded Track?  No
Aerial Structure? No
Noise Source Parameters Source 3

Source 3 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 42.2 dBA
Leq(night): 42.2 dBA
Ldn: 48.6 dBA

Incremental Ldn (Src 1-3): 52.3 dBA

oo Speed; 25
_ Avg. Number of Events/hr:  2.25
Nighttime hrs S
Speed; 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft); 2600
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings: 8
|Adjustments e
Noise Source Parameters Source 4

Source Type:
Specific Source:

Fixed Guideway
Transit warning device

Source 4 Results

Daytime hrs

Leq(day): 28.2 dBA

|Adjustments

Speed (mph): 25 Leq(night): 28.2 dBA
~ Avg. Number of Events/hr. 225 Ldn: 34.6 dBA
Incremental Ldn (Src 1-4): 52.4 dBA
hrs
“Speed (mph) 25
Avg. Number of Events/hr.  2.25
Distance Distance from Source to Receiver (ft): 2600
Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings ' 8




Roadway and Highway Traffic Noise Levels

Project Name: Tehachapi Walmart - Commercial Uses

Background Information

("} CADENCE

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (“CALVENO”) Emissions Levels and Caltrans Technical Noise

Supplement (November 2009) methodologies.
Analysis Scenarios: Existing and Future Traffic Volumes.
Source of Traffic Volumes:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 24, 2010.

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution Day Evening Night
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Existing Traffic Volumes

" Design Dist. from Medium- Heavy-
Roadway Segment Land Use Lanes Me_dlan (Fegli(ateny el Speed Center to LAREY Duty Duty
Width  Volume Volume Factor
(mph) Receptori Trucks Trucks
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 2 0 1,069 12,008 35 148 0 1.8% 0.7%
Union Pacific Railroad
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mill St. Commercial (Hotel) 4 12 1,003 10,736 35 156 0 1.8% 0.7%
Union Pacific Railroad
Mulberry Street - south of Tehachapi Bl. Commercial (Hotel) 2 0 71 798 25 75 0 1.8% 0.7%

Union Pacific Railroad

Existing + Project Traffic Noise Impacts

% Day % Eve

82.9% 10.9%

83.9% 9.7%

82.9% 10.9%

Project Only

CNEL
54.5

52.7

33.3

Roadway Segment Land Use Existing ADT Existing 24- Project ADT Ex_isting + Existing + Project Project
Volume Hour CNEL Volume Project ADT  24-Hour CNEL Change
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 12,008 60.7 2,840 14,848 61.7
Union Pacific Railroad 52.0 52.0
Total Noise Level: 61.3 62.1 0.8
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mill St. Commercial (Hotel) 10,736 60.0 1,987 12,723 60.7
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 56.0
Total Noise Level: 61.5 62.0 0.5
Mulberry Street - south of Tehachapi Bl. Commercial (Hotel) 798 48.9 22 820 49.0
Union Pacific Railroad 51.0 51.0
Total Noise Level: 53.1 53.1 0.0
Year 2011 Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Roadway Segment Land Use Existing ADT Existing 24- Yea_r 2011+ 2011 + Project Cumulative
Volume Hour CNEL Project ADT 24-Hour CNEL Change
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 12,008 60.7 19,169 62.8
Union Pacific Railroad 52.0 54.0
Total Noise Level: 61.3 63.3 2.0
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mill St. Commercial (Hotel) 10,736 60.0 16,774 61.9
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 61.5 63.4 2.0
Mulberry Street - south of Tehachapi Bl. Commercial (Hotel) 798 48.9 1,179 50.6
Union Pacific Railroad 51.0 52.0
Total Noise Level: 53.1 54.4 1.3
Project Contribution to Year 2011 Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Roadway Segment Land Use Existing ADT Existing 24- Yea_v 2011 - 2011 - Project 2011 + Project Pro_ject_
Volume Hour CNEL Project ADT 24-Hour CNEL  24-Hour CNEL Contribution
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 12,008 60.7 16,329 62.1 62.8
Union Pacific Railroad 52.0 54.0 54.0
Total Noise Level: 61.3 62.7 63.3 0.6
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mill St. Commercial (Hotel) 10,736 60.0 14,787 61.4 61.9
Union Pacific Railroad 56.0 58.0 58.0
Total Noise Level: 61.5 63.0 63.4 0.4
Mulberry Street - south of Tehachapi Bl. Commercial (Hotel) 798 48.9 1,157 50.5 50.6
Union Pacific Railroad 51.0 52.0 52.0
Total Noise Level: 53.1 54.3 54.4 0.0
General Plan Buildout Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Roadway Segment Land Use isting ADT isting 24- GP 3 il + GP +Project Cumulative
Volume Hour CNEL Project ADT 24-Hour CNEL Change
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 12,008 60.7 32,745 65.1
Union Pacific Railroad 52.0 54.0
Total Noise Level: 61.3 65.4 4.1
Project Contribution to General Plan Buildout Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts
Roadway Segment Land Use isting ADT isting 24- GP 3 il - GP - Project 24- GP + Project 24- Pro_ject_
Volume Hour CNEL Project ADT Hour CNEL Hour CNEL Contribution
Tehachapi Blvd - west of Mt. View Ave.  Commercial 12,008 60.7 29,905 64.7 65.1
Union Pacific Railroad 52.0 54.0 64.0
Total Noise Level: 61.3 65.0 67.6 25

Note: Project and Cumulative Change and Contribution numbers may not appear to add correctly due to rounding in the spreadsheet model.

%
Night

6.2%

6.4%

6.2%

Peak
Meas
Adjust Hour
dBA Leq
0.0 61.1

Total Noise Level:

0.0 60.6

Total Noise Level:

0.0 49.3

Total Noise Level:

24-Hour
dBA
CNEL
60.7
52.0
61.3
60.0
56.0
61.5
48.9
51.0
53.1
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