QTEHACHAPI

Live Up.

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

STATE, COUNTY AND LOCAL AGENCY REVIEW

The City of Tehachapi Planning Department has prepared a Negative Declaration for the project
identified below. As mandated by State law, the minimum public review period for this document is 30
days. The comment period for this document closes on May 19, 2015.

Project Title: Annexation No. 85 and Pre-zone to M-1, C-3 and Open Space

Project Location: Located east and west of Tucker Road (SR 202), north of Union
Pacific railroad tracks, and south of HWY 58.

Project Description: A request to annex 153.8-acres into the City limits and a pre-
zone request of 34.9 acres M-1, 79.2 acres C-3 and 39.7 acres
Open Space.

For further information, please contact David James, Community Development Director at (661) 822-
2200 ext. 119.
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QTE HACHAPI

Live Up.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

City of Tehachapi

115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, California 9356l

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), State EIR Guidelines, and the Regulations
Governing the Evaluation of Project and the Preparation of Environmental Statements in the City of Tehachapi, the
Responsible Official has made an Initial Study of possible environmental impacts of the following described

project:

APPLICANT:

ENGINEER:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

LOCATION:

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Loop Ranch, LLC
1 Caryl Drive
Oxnard, CA 93033

Allan P. Henderson
Patrick & Henderson, Inc.
1965 Airport Drive
Bakersfield, CA 93308

A request to annex 153.8-acres into the City limits and a pre-zone request
of 34.9 acres M-1, 79.2 acres C-3 and 39.7 acres Open Space.

The subject site is located east and west of Tucker Road (SR 202), north of
the UP Railroad tracks, and south of HWY 58. (A portion of 223-030-03, a
portion of 223-030-31, 223-110-05, 415-011-01, 223-030-05, and 223-
030-17) South Loop Ranch

Traffic/Circulation

At the development stage, the applicant will be subject to Regional Traffic
Impact Fees in contributing to various regional improvements such as
signal lights and road improvements.

Public Services

At the development stage, the applicant or successors will pay water and
sewer connection fees to offset the incremental impacts to the City of
Tehachapi’s water distribution system and waste water treatment system
per Resolution No. 38-04. In addition the applicant or successors will be
required to pay school impact mitigation fees.

Public Facilities

At the development stage, to mitigate/off-set the incremental
impact/demand on the City of Tehachapi’'s public safety providers, i.e.
police and Kern County Fire Department, the project proponent or
successors will be required to pay a Public Facilities Fee.




FINDINGS:

Cultural Resources/Archeological Resources

If cultural resources are exposed/discovered during the construction
phase the applicant will be required to halt work until the resources can
be properly retrieved and documented.

Seismic Safety
The applicant shall provide a geotechnical report at the building permit

stage.

Air Quality

Future development shall comply with East Kern Air Pollution Control
District requirements.

Airport Compatibility

Any future street lighting or security lighting shall meet the Dark Sky
technology criteria in terms of light and glare and building materials will
be restricted to non-glare and non-metallic finishes.

it has been found that said annexation (project) in and of itself will not
have a significant effect on the environment and that an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) is therefore not required pursuant to CEQA.

Any person may object to dispensing with such EIR or respond to the findings contained in the Initial Study a copy
of said Initial Study and other information relating to the proposed project are on file in the office of the

Community Development Department,

Tehachapi City Hall located at 115 South Robinson Street, Tehachapi,

California, (661) 822-2200 ext. 119. Any person desiring to examine same or to obtain a copy of the Initial Study
or this document, or seek information as to the time and manner to so object or respond, may do so by inquiring
at said office during regular working hours.

A copy of the Initial Study; is attached hereto.

G

DMP’TAM S, Community Development Director

AGENCY CONSOLATION REQUIRED:

X Yes No

AGENCIES CONSULTED: LAFCO, Tehachapi Public Works Department, Tehachapi City Engineer, Tehachapi Airport

Manager

STATE CLEARING HOUSE NUMBER: N/A

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: Marcia Smith

DATE POSTED:
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Environmental Checklist Form

Project Title:

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Project Location;

Applicant:

General Plan Designation:

Zoning:

Project Description:

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Other agencies whose approval is required:

Annexation No. 85 and pre-zone to M-1, C-3 and
Open Space

City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561

David James
(661) 822-2200 ext. 119

The subject site is located west and east of Tucker
Road (SR 202), north of the Union Pacific (UP)
railroad tracks and south of HWY 58.

Loop Ranch, LLC

SD-1 (Special District 1)

Pre-zone of 34.9 acres to M-1 (Light Industrial),

79.2 acres to C-3 (General Commercial) and 39.7

acres to OS (Open Space).

A request to annex 153.8-acres of vacant land

into the City limits and a pre-zone request in

combination of M-1, C-3 and Open Space.

North:  Highway 58 Vacant Range Lands

South:  Union Pacific Railroad Tracks,
Neighborhood Residential, Commercial,

Waste Water Treatment Plan

West: County Neighborhood Large Lot
Residential

East: Home Depot, Tractor Supply and
Various Commercial and Light Industrial

Buildings.

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO),




Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Land Use and Planning .Transportation/CircuIation Bpublic Services

Opopulation and Housing M Biological Resources B utilities and
Service Systems

B Geophysical OEnergy and Mineral O Aesthetics
Resources
Bwater OlHazards M cultural Resources
M air Quality O Noise COlRecreation
M airport Compatibility OMandatory Findings of
Significance

Determination:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have
been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed proJect MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one effect
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if
the effect is a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated.” An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

( // ///rﬁf

Slg\7§ re gf Community Development Director Date Sent Out For Review

a]



Issues:

Would the proposal result in potential impacts
involving:
Land or Mudslides?

a)

b)

c)

d)

a)

b)

c)

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the proposal:
Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?

Conflict with applicable environmental plans or
policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction
over the project?

Be incompatible with existing land use in the
vicinity?

Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g.
impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts from
incompatible land uses)?

Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community (including a low-income
or minority community?

POPULATION AND HOUSING.

Would the proposal:

Cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population projections?

Induce substantial growth in an area either
directly or indirectly (e.g. through projects in an
undeveloped area or extension of major
infrastructure?

Displace existing housing, especially affordable
housing?

GEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS.

Would the proposal result in or expose people to
potential impacts involving:

Fault rupture?

Seismic ground shaking?

Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction?
Seich, Tsumani, or volcanic hazard?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a
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Negative
Declaration
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

a

OmmOd

Less

Than
Significant
Impact

a

ogooao

No
Impact
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Issues:

e) Landslides or mudflows?

f) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil
conditions from excavation, grading, or fill?

g) Subsidence of the land?

h) Expansive soils?

i} Unique geologic or physical features?

IV. WATER.
Would the proposal result in:

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns,
or the rate and amount of surface runoff?

b) Exposure of people or property to water related
hazards such as flooding?

c) Discharge into surface water or other alteration
of surface water quality e.g. temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity)?

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any
water body?

e) Changes in currents, or the course or direction of
water movements?

f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either
through direct additions or withdrawals, or
through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations or through substantial loss of
groundwater recharge capability?

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater

h) Impacts to groundwater quality?

i) Substantial reduction in the amount of
groundwater otherwise available for public water
supplies?

V. AIR QUALITY.
Would the proposal:
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to

an existing or projected air quality violation?

Potentially
Significant
Impact
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Issues:

b)
c)

d)
V1.

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

g)

VII.

a)

b)

d)

e)

Vill.

a)

Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants?

Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or
cause any change in climate?

Create objectionable odors?

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.

Would the proposal result in.

Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?
Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?
Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby
users?

insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?

Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?

Conflicts with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts?

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

Would the proposal result in impacts to:
Endangered, threatened or rare species or their
habitats (including but not limited to plants, fish,
insects, animals, and birds)?

Locally designated species (e.g. heritage trees)?
Locally designated natural communities (e.g. oak
forest, coastal habitat, etc.)?

Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian and vernal
pool)?

Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?

ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the proposal:
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?

Potentially
Significant
Impact
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Issues:

b) Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and
inefficient manner?

¢) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of future value to
the region and the residents of the State?

IX. HAZARDS.
Would the proposal involve:

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of
hazardous substances (including, but not limited
to: oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation)?

b) Possible interference with an emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

c) The creation of any health hazard or potential
health hazards?

d) Exposure of people to existing sources of
potential health hazards?

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable
brush, grass, or trees?

X. NOISE.
Would the proposal result in:
a) Increases in existing noise levels?
b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels?
X1. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result
in a need for new or altered government services
in any of the following areas:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

¢) Schools?

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

e) Other governmental services?

Potentially
Significant
Impact
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Issues:

Xil.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEM.

Would the proposal result in a need for new
systems or supplies, or substantial alterations to
the following utilities:

Power or natural gas?

Communications systems?

Local or regional water treatment or distribution
facilities?

Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste disposal?

Local or regional water supplies?

XIHI.AESTHETICS.

a)
b)
c)

XIv.

XV.

a)

b)

Would the proposal:

Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway?

Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect?
Create light or glare?

CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Would the proposal.

Disturb paleontological resources?

Disturb archaeological resources?

Affect historical resources?

Have the potential to cause a physical change
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area?

RECREATION.

Would the proposal.

Increase the demand for neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities?
Affect Existing recreational opportunities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact
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Issues:

XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals?

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable?  (“Cumulatively  considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Impact
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NARRATIVE DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
ANNEXATION NO. 85
ANNEXATION OF 153.8 ACRES AND
PRE-ZONE 34.9-ACRES M-1, 79.2-ACRES C-3 and 39.7-ACRES OPEN SPACE

A. EARTH

The soil underlying the project area west of Tucker Road and south of Highway 58 is Tehachapi Sandy Loam. This
soil type is very deep, well-drained and gently to strongly sloping and typically on old alluvial fans and terraces. It
is a brown and grayish brown, sandy loam underlain by dark brown and yellowish brown sandy clay loam subsoil.
A 4-acre section of the proposed annexation site was once utilized as a burn dump site. (Southwest corner of
Section 17, T32S, R33E). The disposal operations occurred from 1943 until 1956 receiving municipal waste from
the City of Tehachapi and the surrounding rural unincorporated area. Kern County Environmental Health Services
Department conducted a site inspection on 1/27/04 commenting that no violation or areas of concern exist at the
former burn dump site. (Please see Attachment A). The Kern County Environmental Health Services Department
conducted an additional site inspection on 3/29/04 (Please see Attachment B) which restates the items in
Attachment A. The former burn dump site will be restricted/utilized ultimately for parking and roadway
improvements; no structures are planned or approved to be constructed over the burn dump site.

The applicant or successors in interest of this annexation shall be required to submit a geologic report at the
development stage. Based on the results of future soil studies and other geotechnical considerations at the
development stage the subject site may require some degree of over excavation and re-compaction particularly if
liquefiable and/or expansive soil conditions are present. Other than the above, the project area does not appear
to exhibit any unique geological features or topographic relief. Furthermore, subsequent projects will not create
unstable earth conditions or changes in geological structures.

B. TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

A Traffic Study was conducted on September 2, 2010 by Crenshaw Traffic Engineering and included herein as
Appendix A. Regional access to the annexation area is provided via SR-58 freeway. Primary access to the site is
provided by Tucker Road/SR 202 which is a north/south arterial that connects to the SR-58 freeway interchange.
The proposed annexation of 153.8-acres and a pre-zone of 34.9-acres to M-1, 79.2-acres to C-3 and 39.7-acres as
Open Space will not have a direct impact on traffic circulation within the proposed area. However, the approval
and eventual recordation of the annexation will set the stage for potential development of commercial/light
industrial related land uses that in the absence of the annexation would most likely not occur.

The estimated peak hour and daily traffic volumes expected to be generated by the potential future development
were based on the data obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), “Trip Generation”, 2008, 8"
Edition. The traffic study included as Appendix A states in accordance with the Caltrans policy, the daily traffic and
peak hour volumes generated by the project’s retail land uses were reduced by 15% to reflect the diversion of
existing (i.e. pass by) traffic on the adjacent streets. The adjusted project traffic volumes were then reduced by an
additional 5% to account for internal capture of trips (i.e. trips between the project’s two land uses).

Based on the pre-zone designations of 34.9-acres to M-1, 79.2-acres to C-3 and 39.7-acres as passive Open Space,
it is estimated that future light industrial will measure approximately 222,175 square feet and it is estimated that
highway commercial development will measure approximately 432,115 square feet which will be accessed off
new on-site roadways connecting to Tucker Road. New development may generate approximately 16,933 vehicle
trips per day with an increase of 394 vehicles arriving and 349 leaving the site during the AM peak hour and an
increase of 511 vehicles arriving and 617 departing during the PM peak hour per the following assumption; based
on the type and intensity of future commercial uses on 79.2-acres, it is estimated that 75% of the commercial area
will average 10% building coverage and the remaining acres will have approximately 20% building coverage.
Future light industrial development on 34.9 acres may generate approximately 80% of the industrial area will be
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covered by 12% building coverage and the remaining area is estimated to have approximately 25% building
coverage. The mobility element of the General Plan identifies Tucker Road as a major arterial street, and as such,
designed to carry the anticipated number of commercial/industrial related vehicles at full build out.

Mitigation Measures

Year 2015

Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Tehachapi Blvd

Conditions will require the provision of a 2™ westbound left turn lane on Tehachapi Boulevard and the conversion
of both Tehachapi Boulevard approaches from one through and one right turn lane to one through and one
through/right turn lane. The addition of project traffic will require the provision of a 2" left turn lane on both

Tucker Road approaches.

Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Valley Blvd

Conditions will require the conversion of both Valley Boulevard approaches from one left, one through and one
right turn lane to one left, one through and one through/right turn lane. The addition of project traffic will require
the provision of a 2™ eastbound left turn lane on Valley Boulevard.

Tehachapi Boulevard/Mountain View Avenue/Valley Boulevard
The addition of project traffic will require the installation of a traffic signal system.

Year 2035
Tucker Rd/SR-58 EB Ramps
Conditions will require the provision of a 2™ southbound lane (for a minimum of 500 feet) that allows the

conversion of the eastbound right turn movement from the off ramp from the current Yield to a free right turn.

Tucker Rd/Tehachapi Blvd
Conditions will require the provision of signal overlaps for northbound and southbound Tucker Road right turns

and widening for the westbound approach to provide for a right turn lane. The addition of project traffic will
require a 3" through lane in each direction on Tucker Road and a 2™ eastbound left turn lane on Tehachapi

Boulevard.

Tucker Rd/Valley Bivd
Conditions will require the provision of a signal overlap for the southbound Tucker Road approach and for a 2™

northbound left turn lane on Tucker Road. The addition of project traffic will require the provision of a 2™
southbound left turn lane on Tucker Road and a 2" westbound left turn lane on Valley Boulevard.

The following intersections are on the Regional Transportation Impact Fee list;

e Construct improvements at Tucker Road/SR-58 EB Ramps
¢ Install Traffic Signal at Tehachapi Blvd/Mountain View Avenue

This projects contribution to the construction cost of the off-site improvement not included in the Regional
Transportation Impact fee list are computed as follows;

e Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Tehachapi Boulevard
33.4% proportionate share
(792/2,369 = 0.334 x 100 = 33.4%)
e Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Valley Bivd
18.5% proportionate share
(339/1,833 =0.185 x 100 = 18.5%)
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The transportation fee shall be paid at the development stage when more specific development proposals are
submitted. As indicated the annexation of the subject site in and of itself will have no impact on area circulation.
However, the annexation will set the stage for future potential development in combination of Light Industrial and
Commercial and passive Open Space uses. The additional trips generated by the theoretical build-
out/development of the subject site can be absorbed by the regional circulation network which will continue to
operate at a Level of Service C or better providing the mitigation measures are implemented at the development
stage. To that end, it should be noted that the theoretical impacts associated with the annexation area can be
characterized as a worst case scenario given that the exact mix of land uses cannot be known at this time.
Additionally the traffic study did not take into account the subject sites inherent development constraints such as
topographic features that may reduce the overall building foot print (square footage) which in turn will have a
corresponding reduction in trip generations. As the subject site transitions from the annexation phase to the
development phase, traffic impacts will be revisited with a more precise analysis when more specific development
proposals are available.

C. AR

The approval and recordation of the annexation in and of itself will not have an impact on air quality. However,
the approval and eventual recordation of the 153.8-acre site will set the stage for potential development of
commercial and light industrial related land uses. The development of the project area will temporarily increase
the level of “fugitive dust” (particulate matter) in the air primarily during the grading phase of the project. This
impact associated with particulate matter is commonly referred to as P.M. 10. In accordance with the East Kern
Air Pollution Control Board the project proponents at the development stage will be required as a condition of
approval to “water down” the site and/or use soil binders to reduce dust emission and implement the Districts
policies. In terms of traffic related air quality issues, the project at build out is expected to generate
approximately 16,933 average daily trips (ADTs). The development activity and associated traffic generation will
have an incremental impact on local air quality but will not individually or collectively cause a significant decrease
in the region’s air quality. In addition, the City of Tehachapi’s inherent compact urban form will insure that
traffic/auto related air born pollution will not exceed thresholds of significance if the area continues to build-out.
The subject site will have light industrial and commercial zoning and as such, future land uses within the project
area could discharge air pollutants in conjunction with a yet to be specified commercial process. At this juncture,
it is impossible to predict the potential for commercial/light industrial generated airborne pollutants. As such this
will have to be addressed on a case-by-case basis at the development stage.

D. WATER

The annexation and pre-zone request in and of itself will not have an impact on issues associated with water
quality and/or availability of domestic water. However, the approval and cventual recordation of the proposed
annexation will set the stage for future commercial/retail land uses. The precise mix of land uses cannot be
predicted at this time. However, based on the pre-zone designations and assuming 75% of the commercial area
will average 10% building coverage and the remaining acres will have approximately 20% building coverage. 80%
of the industrial area will be covered by 12% building coverage and the remaining area will have approximately
25% building coverage. The parcels could theoretically support a total of 432,115 square feet of commercial
structures and 222,173 square feet of light industrial structures. (This figure also assumes all structures will be
single story). Build-out of these commercial structures could consume approximately 100,139 gallons per day
(GPD) as calculated below:

432,115 square feet of commerecial structure x 114 gallons of water per day/1,000 sq. ft.= 49,261 gallons/day
222,175 square feet of light industrial x 229 gallons of water per day/1,000 sq. ft. = 50,878 gallons/day

The amount of water anticipated to be consumed by the project at build out will not have a significant impact on
the availability of domestic water to the public. Pursuant to the adjudication the “safe yield” of the ground water
basin underlying the Tehachapi region has been established at 5,500-acre feet per year (AFY). As indicated the
basin has been adjudicated and the City currently has a base right/pumping right of approximately 1,847-Acre
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Feet (AF) exclusive of any carryover from previous years and/or exchange pool resources. The City of Tehachapi
typically uses approximately 2,182 AFY. Based on a projected 2% growth rate and General Plan build out
scenarios the City should have long term adequate access to domestic water to facilitate the build out of the
parcels in question. In the event of a sewer and/or water capacity issue, the City reserves the right to withhold all
building permits or otherwise limit the issuance of building permits until such time as its sewer and/or water
system have been expanded to accommodate the existing and anticipated demand for those services. To
mitigate/offset the cost of expanding the City of Tehachapi municipal system in terms of constructing new wells,
additional storage facilities, etc., the developer(s) will be required to pay an impact fee per Resolution No. 38-04
at the development stage.

In terms of water supply the project proponents will be required to connect to the City water system to provide
adequate water to the subject sites for both domestic water and fire flow purposes. The City Engineer will
ultimately determine the size and placement of future water lines.

With respect to water conservation practices, future commercial and light industrial uses within the project area
will be required to comply with Title 20 and Title 245 of the California Administration Code relative to appliance
efficiency standards such as water-conservation water closets, flow restricted heads, etc. In addition, the project
will be conditioned to utilize drought tolerant and native landscaping to the greatest extent possible pursuant to
AB 325 and the City of Tehachapi Landscape Guidelines.

With respect to water quality related issues, impacts can be broken down into three (3) categories; grading,
construction and project occupancy. At the development stage any non-point pollution and storm water
discharge associated with grading activity and/or construction activity will be regulated under the Federal Clean
Water Act Section 402. In addition future-grading activity must comply with the State Water Resources Control
Board, Notice of Intent (NOI). Additionally, any permit level grading activity will necessitate a National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit relative to non-profit pollution associated with construction activity,
processed through the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Region). This permit will require
preparing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPP) employing “best management practices” (BMPs)
relative to the long and short term control of erosion and sedimentation, and construction staging activity. In
terms of drainage, increased run-off resulting from the proposed development will drain into an outlet approved

by the City Engineer.

It should be noted that as of the preparation of this document, there are not domestic water lines present at the
subject site. This circumstance has no particular CEQA ramification, however before or in conjunction with the
development of the subject site, water lines will need to be extended to the subject site for domestic and fire flow
purposes in order for future development to tap into the domestic system. To that end, one possible scenario
would be to extend an existing 12 inch water line from its terminus which services the cemetery located
approximately 1,000 feet east of the subject site. This line may ultimately need to extend along Tucker Road and
tie into an existing 12 inch line that terminates in Tucker Road approximately 600 feet north of the intersection of
Tucker Road and Valley Boulevard. This design solution would create a loop system and avoid any water line
extensions that terminate to a blow off devise.

E. SEWER

The proposed annexation and pre-zone request in and of itself will not have an impact on the City of Tehachapi’s
municipal wastewater treatment system in terms of existing trunk lines and/or treatment capacity. However,
completion of the annexation and pre-zone process will set the stage for future commercial/light industrial
development that will require connection to a municipal system as opposed to the individual septic tank

alternative.
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Given the subject sites General Plan Designation of SD-1 (Special District 1) the project areas could theoretically
support approximately 432,115 square feet of commercial structure land uses and 222,175 of light industrial uses.
However, taken the aggregate of this basic land use designation the project area at build out could generate up to
91,375 gallons/day of waste water per day as calculated below:

432,115 square feet x 104 gallons wastewater/day/1,000 sq. ft. = 44,940 gpd
222,175 square feet x 209 gallons wastewater/day/1,000 sq. ft. = 46,435 gpd

The quantity of wastewater anticipated to be generated by the project in and of itself at build-out would not have
a significant effect on the Wastewater Treatment Plant. The plant is designed with a capacity to process up to
1.25 million gallons per day (MGD) and is currently operating at 80% capacity of .25 MGD available for future
growth. At the development stage, the project proponents will be required to pay a sewer connection/mitigation
fee per Resolution No. 38-04 to mitigate/offset the incremental increase in wastewater. Additionally, subsequent
projects will be conditioned to provide the individual parcels with a domestic sewer service. The City Engineer
shall ultimately determine the size and placement of sewer lines.

It should be noted that as of the preparation of this document there are no sewer lines present at the subject site.
This circumstance has no particular CEQA ramifications, however before or in conjunction with the development
of the subject sites, sewer lines will need to be extended to the subject site border for future development to tap
into the system. To that end, one possible scenario would be to extend a 10 to 15 inch sewer trunk line parallel to
State Highway 58 within a future public utility easement or right-of-way. The details of this scenario would need
to be sorted out at the development stage. The sewer treatment plant is located approximately 1,000 feet east of

the subject site.

F. GEOLOGY/SEISMICITY

The subject site is considered seismically active, as is most of Kern County. All proposed structures and utility
installations anticipated to occur at the development stage would be designed to withstand anticipated ground
acceleration within an acceptable level of risk. It is assumed that the Garlock Fault located approximately (9)
miles southeast of the project area will be the design fault by which construction parameters will be established in
conjunction with other Uniform Building Code (UBC) seismic standards applicable to the project site. The Garlock
Fault shows the characteristic features of high-angle faults with major strike-slip component. The Garlock Fault
has a Richter Magnitude potential of 8.0 and a Peak Execration range of .409 (g) to .904(g). A geotechnical report
will be required at the development stage.

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES

The proposed annexation is located within the ancestral home of the Kawaiisu cultural group also known as
Nuooah who are linguistically related to the Shoshonean language family. An archeological survey was conducted
over the entire 1,600 acre Loop Ranch site by Mr. Robert A. Schiffman dated March 15, 1990 included herein as
Appendix B. The study was conducted in association with an EIR and annexation request 1,471 acres that was
ultimately tabled. The site has remained vacant and as such the archeological survey recommendations made by
Mr. Schiffman are still relevant and will still apply.

Several sites were recorded over the 1,470 acre survey one of which, CA-Ker 2553 is located in the SE % of Section
18 within the subject annexation area. The site is proposed to be pre-zoned as Open Space (0S) prohibiting any
future development or disturbance of the site. The Archeological Survey describes a large village site consisting of
several milling loci, lithic debris, ground stone tools, human remains, and a buried midden deposit. This site has
been suggested to be the historic Indian Village site named Tehachapi. Recommendations made in the
Archeological Survey include;
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1. Partial, systematic surface collection, with each site loci collected.
2. Excavation of the test units for each loci.

As stated in the Archeological Survey, upon completion of the required field work, a report detailing this work and
the results will be prepared. Suggestions were made in the Survey designed to reduce or eliminate impacts to any
of the sites which include the following;

1. All remains should be left in situ, and not removed to other locations. This is in particular reference to the
bedrock milling features which are often moved to the front yards of homes and businesses. This condition
should be stipulated in any lands deeded to other persons.

2. Human remains buried on the property, whether Indian or Chinese, should not be disturbed or relocated
without consent from the appropriate authorities or individuals.

3. Consultation with representatives from the local Native American community should take place prior to any
test excavation or development on the property to insure that important cultural and religious concerns of
the Indian community are considered.

4. While an on-site field survey allows researchers to draw conclusions about site presence or absence, there is
always the possibility that other sites and buried remains could be found during development of the Loop
Ranch. It is possible that erosional and depositional processes, and vegetation, may have obscured such
resources. Therefore, should any additional site materials be found, work in the area of discovery should be
stopped until the finds can be evaluated, and if necessary, mitigated prior to the resumption of construction.

5. Specifically, if any additional archaeological sites are found during the additional field work or development,
appropriate actions, including surface collections, and testing, be considered.

6. Procedures should be developed to minimize impacts to cultural resources, so that once the initial
development has been completed, resources present will continue to be considered and protected.

It should be noted that the annexation process in and of itself will have no impact on the above referenced
archeological site. However, at the development stage when more specific information on the extend of
development and associated grading are available the mitigation strategy suggested herein should be
implemented to confirm that the archeological site will not be impacted directly or indirectly as a result of any
future development activity.

H. PLANTLIFE/WILDLIFE

A Biological Resources Constraints Report (included herein as Appendix C) was conducted by AECOM to assess the
potential for special-status species and sensitive habitats to occur on the project site. As stated in the report, land
cover types on the project site include ruderal, annual grassland, oak savannah, linear aquatic features and
riparian habitat. Portions of the site along the existing roadways of Highway 58 and Tucker Road are heavily and
regularly disturbed by vehicles pulling off and parking along the roadway. From Highway 58, west of Tucker Road
the project site slopes down to Tehachapi Creek which borders the property to the south. The creek is
surrounded by riparian habitat dominated by Fremont cottonwoods. East of Tucker Road the project site slopes
down to a cemetery and water treatment plant adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site.

The Biological Resources Constraints Report further states that a total of eight (8) special-status plant species have
been reported to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) within 5 miles of the project site or have been
recorded by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) within USGS quadrangles encompassing and adjacent to the
project site. No special-status plants were observed during the field visit in the project area. However the field
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visit was conducted outside of the blooming period for special-status plants known to occur in the project vicinity.
Two of the eight special-status plants have a low potential to occur in the annual grassland habitat present on the
project site west of Tucker Road. Round-leaved filaree and pale-yellow layia have no federal or state ranking but
are listed by CNPS as rare or endangered in California and elsewhere with over 80% of occurrences threatened.
The project site is generally considered unsuitable for the reported special-status species due to lack of
appropriate habitat and the general disturbed condition of the property.

The report further explains that a total of six special-status wildlife species have been reported to the CNDDB
within five (5) miles of the project alignment. Three special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur on
or adjacent to the project site: Comstock’s blue butterfly, tricolored blackbird and Tehachapi pocket mouse.
There is a low likelihood that these three (3) species will be located on site as explained in the attached report.
Furthermore, the site is generally considered unsuitable for the other special-status species due to lack of
appropriate habitat.

Future development may be constrained by wetland habitats (linear aquatic feature, riparian, intermittent
drainages) on the project site. Impacts to Tehachapi Creek and the riparian area along Tehachapi Creek are not
anticipated due to that area being designated as open space as a pre-zone designation. Implementation of the
Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMM]) listed in the Biological Report would be effective in reducing the
project impacts that might otherwise be considered significant on wetlands and riparian habitat. Should impacts
not be avoidable, the project proponent shall consult with the appropriate departments as listed in the Biological
Report and secure any necessary permits to comply with current codes.

There are several plant and animal species in the Tehachapi region that are of special concern. However, the
biological survey concluded there are no rare and/or endangered flora species, flora communities or fauna species
on the subject site. The survey further states that the project applicant is encouraged to consult with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game prior to future development to ensure that they
concur with this determination.

I. DRAINAGE/HYDROLOGY

With respect to drainage, future development of the sites will increase the amount of impervious surfaces and as
such create a corresponding increase in storm water run-off. At the development stage, the applicant will be
required to convey the storm water run-off into a development driven storm system and ultimately into
Tehachapi Creek. As such, there is no need and/or requirement to retain the subject sites incremental increase in
run-off associated with the creation of impervious surfaces to be collected and retained on site. While
hydrology/drainage is an issue it can be mitigated by design and storm water can be conveyed through the subject
site and in a manner that will not impact down stream properties and/or cause an increase of surface flows on
public streets. The applicant shall submit a drainage study for review and approval by the City Engineer prior to
site grading at the development stage.

J.  PUBLIC SERVICES

The annexation and pre-zone in and of itself will not have an impact on law enforcement and fire protection
facilities. However, completion of the annexation process will set the stage for future development to occur in
the project area regarding potential industrial and commercial land use intensities that will require an increase in
public services. This incremental level of need is not significant in relation to the overall population growth in the
region and will be partially offset by the increase in sales tax and property tax revenue to the City of Tehachapi
produced by the future development of the commercial and industrial sites. The project area will place an
incremental increase on water and sewer facilities and at the development stage, the project proponents will be
required to pay an impact fee per Resolution No. 38-04 to mitigate/off-set the incremental impact/demand on the
City of Tehachapi’s municipal water and sewer system. The project may also have an indirect impact on local
schools and as such school impact fees will be paid prior to the issuance of building permits.

17 |



K. AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY
A small section of the subject site located north of the City’s Waste Water Treatment Plant is located within Flight

Zone C and the portion of the subject site located south of HWY 58 and north of Enterprise Way (approximately
400 feet) is located within Flight Zone B of the Kern County Airport Compatibility map. Kern County’s Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan has established criteria in terms of uses that are considered to be “prohibitive”, “normally
acceptable”, or “not normally acceptable”. (Please refer to the Tehachapi Airport Compatibility Map as
Attachment C and the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan as Attachment D). In terms of airport
mitigation, future projects will be subject to complying with the City’s standard conditions of approval including
the submittal of Form 7460-1 to the Federal Aviation Administration for review and approval, as determined by
the Airport Manager, use of non-reflective materials on all building surfaces, and on-site lighting shall be shielded
and directed downwards meeting the dark skies technology.
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Annexation No. 85 and Pre-Zone Request of 34.9 acres to M-1(Light Industrial), 79.2 acres to C-3

(General Commercial) and 39.7 acres to OS (Open Space)
Summary of Potential Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

And Mitigation Monitoring Program

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Potential conflict with applicable
land use plan, policy or regulation
of the City of Tehachapi.

The project is consistent with the policies
of the General Plan which provide for
orderly growth and development in the
City in a manner that prevents this impact.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department in
conjunction with the
development review process.

GEOLOGY/SEISMIC/SAFETY

The subject is located in a
seismically active area. The
Garlock Fault is the design fault by
which construction parameters are
established in conjunction with the
Uniform Building Code.

The project proponent is required to
submit a geotechnical report for review by
the City Engineer at the project submittal
phase.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi, City
Engineer and City of Tehachapi
Building Department.




Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

WATER

The annexation in and of itself will
not have an impact on issues
associated with water quality
and/or availability of domestic
water. However, the approval and
eventual recordation of the
proposed annexation will set the
stage for future light
industrial/commercial
development. Build-out of these
theoretical commercial uses could
consume 100,139 gallons per day.
The project individually or
collectively when considered in
conjunction with other known
projects will exceed the City of
Tehachapi’s pumping rights of
1,847 af/year. However in addition
to pumping rights, the City also has
banked water reserves, carry overs
and water transfers that when
taken in the aggregate will provide
sufficient water resources to
accommodate future
developments.

The applicant will be required to pay
water connection fees per Resolution No.
38-04 to offset the cost of providing
domestic water service and pay an
equivalent in-lieu fee to offset water
pumping right. Common areas will be
irrigated using non-potable water and the
use of drought tolerant and/or native
plant species. The use of drought tolerant
landscaping per the City standards will
reduce water consumption related to
irrigation.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department.
Payment of water connection
fees at the building permit stage.
Staff will review and approve
landscape plans. City Staff to
review all landscape plans for
common area landscaping to
confirm that appropriate plant
materials are utilized. City of
Tehachapi Building Department
to enforce Title 24 regulations in
conjunction with the building
permit process to insure the use
of low flush toilets and low flow
showerheads.




Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

SEWER

The annexation in and of itself will
not have an impact on issues
associated with the generation of
wastewater. However, the
approval and eventual recordation
of the proposed annexation will set
the stage for future commercial
development. Build-out of these
theoretical uses could generate an
estimated 91,375 gallons of
wastewater per day. Treatment
capacity is 1.25 million gallons per
day advance secondly.

The applicant will pay a sewer connection
fee per Resolution No. 38-04 to offset the
incremental increase in wastewater
generation at the building permit stage.
In the event of a sewer and/or water
capacity issue, the City reserves the right
to withhold all building permits or
otherwise limit the issuance of building
permits until such time as its sewer
and/or water system have been expanded
to accommodate the existing and
anticipated demand for those services.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department.
Sewer connection fees to be paid
at the building permit stage.
Plant operator to monitor plant
capacity on an ongoing basis. In
the event of a sewer and/or
water capacity issue, the City
reserves the right to withhold all
building permits.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The annexation request will not in
and of itself impact traffic
circulation within the proposed
area. However the approval of the
annexation will set the stage for
future commercial development.
At full build out the project may
generate approximately 16,933
vehicle trips per day.

The applicant will be subject to Regional
Traffic Impact Fees in contributing to
various regional improvements such as
signal lights and road improvements at
the development stage. Additionally, the
applicant will be responsible for paying
their fare share towards the construction
cost of two (2) intersections off-site
improvements.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department.




Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The proposed project could have
an impact on known sensitive flora
and fauna species in the region.

A Biological Resources Constraints Report
dated February 2012 determined that
there are no sensitive flora or fauna
species on the proposed site.

No mitigation required

No monitoring required

PUBLIC SERVICES

Future growth associated with the
annexation could exceed the ability
of the City to fund urban service
and facilities such as fire, law
enforcement, water and sewer
demand and school facilities.

Impacts to fire and law will be mitigated
through the payment of fees per
Resolution No. 01-05. Impacts to sewer
and water will be mitigated through the
payment of fees per Resolution No. 38-04.
Impacts to area schools will be paid
through school impact fees in the amount
to be determined by the Tehachapi
Unified School District. Public Service
mitigation fees are applicable at the
development stage.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department, City of
Tehachapi Building Department
and Tehachapi Unified School
District.




Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The subject site is located within
the ancestral home of the Kawaiisu
cultural group. The development
of the site could impact
archaeological resources.

Several sites were recorded in the
Archeological Survey dated 1990 however
these sites are located in the area pre-
zoned as Open Space prohibiting any
future development or disturbance of the
site. Mitigation measures listed in the
Archeological Survey are required to be
implemented to eliminate any potential
impacts to these sites. Additionally, if
resources are excavated during the
construction phase, the project would be
conditioned to cease grading and other
construction activity until such time as the
resources can be recovered and properly
documented.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department and
Native American Heritage
Commission if subsurface
resources are discovered.

STORM WATER

The annexation request will not
impact the ground water.
However, the approval of the
annexation request will set the

stage for future light
industrial/commercial related land
uses. Long term impacts

associated with grading and the
creation of impervious surfaces will
increase the quantity of run off and
potentially decrease water quality
associated with urban pollutants.

In conjunction with the grading plan the
applicant will be required to procure a
National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System Permit from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The permit will
require Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Program (SWPP) for the control of erosion
and sedimentation. Techniques to control
erosion are often temporary sumps, sand
bags and other devices that check and
hold runoff. Excess run-off shall be
conveyed to a regional storm drain
system.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Director, Regional
Water Quality Control Board and
City Engineer.




Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Monitoring Program
Agency Responsibility

AIR QUALITY

The future development of the
subject site for commercial and
light industrial uses may cause a
temporary increase in dust during
grading activity. Long term air
quality issues are associated with
the incremental increase in traffic
generation.

The project proponents will be
required to water the sites
down during the grading
activity to keep fugitive dust to
a minimum. The project
proponents shall abide by the
East Kern Air Pollution Control
District requirements.

Less than significant

Future grading approval will be
conditioned to keep site watered
down during grading activity. City

Engineer  will monitor in
conjunction with grading
management.

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY

A small section of the project site is
located within Flight Zones B1 and
C of the Kern County Airport
Compatibility Map

In terms of airport mitigation,
the project applicant shall
submit Form 7460-1 to the FAA
as for review and approval

prior to construction
determined by the Airport
Manager. Non-reflective

materials are required on all
building surfaces. Lighting on
site shall be shielded and
directed downward.

Less than significant

City of Tehachapi Community
Development Department and
the City’s Airport Manager.
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Chapter 2

Table 2A

Compatibility Criteria
Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

High risk
High noise levels

SR
£ *“ Approach/Departure Zone and .
27 Adjacent to Runway

¢ Substantial noise

Substantial risk — aircraft _
commonly below 400 fL AGL
or within 1,000 ft of runway

0.1

30%

.Ext_ended Approach/Departure .
Zone .
»_Significant_nolse

Significant risk — aircraf
commonly below 800 ft AGL

0.5

60 - 30%

| Common Traffic Pattem .

Limited risk — arcraft at or
below 1,000 f.-AGL _

16

150 15%

Other Airport Environs .

* Al stiuctures except * Dedication of aviga- * Aircraft tiedown apron | « Heavy poles, signs,
ones with location set tion easement * Pastures, field crops, large trees, elc.
by aeronautical func- vineyards
tion s ‘Automobile parking

* Assemblages of peo- ’
ple

* Objects exceeding
FAR Part 77 height
limits

* Hazards to flight* ; _

* Schools, day care | + Locate structures . Uses in Zone A * Residential subdivi-
centers, libraries maximum distance > Any agricultural use sions

* Hospitals, nursing from extended runway |  except ones attracting | - " Intensive retail uses
homes o centerline bird flocks * Intensive manufactur-

* Highly noise-sensitive | « Dedication of aviga- | « Warehousing, truck ing or food processing |
uses (e.g. amphi- fion easement terminals uses
theaters) - » Two-story offices * Offices with more

» Storage "of highly fla- * Single-family homes than two stories
mmable materials’ on an existing lot + Hotels and motels

* Hazards to flight® o

5] ° Schools * Dedication of over- * Uses in Zone B * Large shopping malls

* Hospitals, nursing flight easement for * Parks, playgrounds - | * Theaters, auditoriums
homes residential uses * Most retail uses » Large sports stadiums

+- Hazards to flight® * Duplexes and * Hi-rise office buildings .

medium-density apart-
ments
Two-story motels

) stories

with morethanfour

Deed notice required
for residential devel-

opment

s Hazards to flight® .

All except ones hazar-
dous toflight

Source: Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (1996)
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Compatibility Guidelines for Specific Land Uses / Appendix O

Zones

Land Use

Residential and Institutional

Rural Residential - 10 acres or more

Low Density Residential - 2 to 10 acre fots

Single Family Residential - lots under 2 acres
Muiti Family Residential

Mobile Home Parks
Schools, Colleges and Universities

Day Care Centers
Hospitals and Residential Care Facilities

Recreational

Golf Course

Parks - low intensity; no group activities
Playgrounds and Picnic Areas

Athletic Fields

Riding Stables

Marinas and Water Recreation
Health Clubs and Spas

Tannis Courts
Swimming Pools

Fairgrounds and Race Tracks

Resorts and Group Camps

Industrial

Research and Development Laborateries
Warehouses and Distribution Facilities
Manufacturing and Assembly
Cooperage and Bottling Plants

Printing, Publishing and Allied Services
Chemical, Rubber and Plastic Products
Food Processing

— lncompatible
0 Potentialty compatible with restrictions
+ Compatible

Compatibility
A Bt1B2 C D
— + + +
s o/+ + +
i - 0 +
s o 0 +
_ _ 0 N
— - = +
- — +
- - +
0 + + +
0 + + +
- 0 + +
- 0 + +
- 0 + +
— 8] + +
_ - 0} +
— 0 + +
- 0 0 +
. - — +
—~ . Q +
- 0] + +
— 0 + +
- 0 0 +
- 0 + +
- 0 + +
— — 0 +
. 0 4+



Campatibility Guidefines for Specific Land Uses / Appendixr 0

Compatibility

Zones
A B1B2 C D

Land Use

Commercial Uses

Large Shopping Malls (500,000+ sq.ft.) o= = 0 +
Retail Stores (one story) - 0 0 +
Retaii Steres (two story) - — 0 +
Restaurants and Drinking Establishments (no take out) - Q 0 +
Food Take-Outs ~ - 0 +
Auto and Marine Services - o) + +
Building Materials, Hardware and Heavy Equipment - 0 + +
Office Buildings (one story) - 0 + +
Muitiple-story Retail, Office. and Financial - - 0 +
Banks and Financial Institutions - 0 + +
Repair Services - 0 + +
Gas Stations - 0 + +
Government Services/Pubiic Buildings - 0 & +
Motels (one story) - 0 0 +
Hotels and Motels (two story) - - 0 +
Theaters, Auditoriums, and Assembly Halls - - 0 +
Qutdoor Theaters - - 0 +
Memorial Parks/Cemeteries - + + +
Truck Terminals - + + +
Transportation, Communications, and Utilities

Automobile Parking 0 + + +
Highway & Street Right-of-ways 0 + + +
Railroad and Public Transit Facilities 0 + + +
Taxi, Bus & Train Terminals - 0 + +
Reservoirs - 0 0 +
Power Lines - 0 0 +
Water Treatment Facilities - 0 + +
Sewage Treatment and Disposal Facilities -~ 0] 0 +
Electrical Substations - 0 0 +
Power Plants - - 0 +

- - 0

Sanitary Landfills -

— Incompatible
0 Potentially compatibie with restrictions

+ Compatible
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

Tehachapi Loop Ranch

East and West of Tucker Road
South of the SR-58 Freeway

City of Tehachapi, California
September 2, 2010

L. INTRODUCTION

This traffic study has been prepared to determine the impact on the local roadway
system from traffic generated by the proposed development of retail and industrial
land uses on the east and west sides of Tucker Road, south of the SR-58 Freeway in
the City of Tehachapi, California. The traffic (trips) estimated to be generated by this
project has been added to the existing on-street traffic volumes and its impact has
been analyzed on the existing and proposed street network at key intersections in the
general vicinity of the site. ~Any future known traffic volumes from other
developments have also been added to this scenario. The following material sets forth
existing traffic counts, estimated trip generation, distribution of project related traffic
and capacity analysis at the key intersections and street segments for projected

conditions before and afier the proposed mixed land use development is constructed.
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II. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project will accommodate retail and industrial park land uses. The site is

presently undeveloped and vacant of structures.

Site Location

The proposed development is located in the City of Tehachapi, California on the east
and west sides of Tucker Road, south of the SR-58 Freeway. Primary access to the

site is expected to be via new on-site roadways connecting to Tucker Road. See

Exhibitsland 2.

Traffic and Circulation

Regional access to this area is provided via the SR-58 freeway. The primary access to
the site will be provided by Tucker road which has an interchange with the SR-58
freeway just north of the project site. Access to Tucker Road is also provided by
Tehachapi Boulevard and Valley Boulevard. Tehachapi Boulevard and Valley

Boulevard in turn, provide access to nearby commercial, educational, residential and

employment centers.

10-011 2



N.T.S.

TEHACHAPI

ROAD

—=—— PROJECT LOCATION

BLVD

VALLEY

MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE

BLVD

TUCKER

CRENSHAW TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING
21960 NORTH LOWER VALLEY ROAD
TEHACHAPI, CA. 93561

661-339-3027
JN10-011

LOCATION PLAN

EXHIBIT 1




N Id 1Tk
HONYY 4001 HLNOS

ININOZ =

P& wial

DY L6F - ONMOZ TO

OV Z6 — INNOZ £-0

SR

HONVY 007 HINOS

VIVG 351 GNV'T AYYNIN T3

ININOZ €0

o

ININOZ S5O
FIVdS NIF0




Streets and Highways

The following is a summary description of the streets and highways which will serve

the proposed project, and which could be affected by project traffic.

State Route 58 (SR-58) is an east-west 4 lane freeway in the Tehachapi area. It

provides access to Mojave to the east and to the Bakersfield area to the west.

Tucker Road is a two/four lane north-south arterial that provides access to the SR-58

freeway to the north and to the many commercial land uses between Tehachapi

Boulevard and Valley Boulevard.

Tehachapi Boulevard is an east-west two lane divided arterial street in the vicinity of

the site. It provides access to Golden Hills to the west and to the City of Tehachapi to

the east.

Valley Boulevard is an east-west two lane divided arterial street in the vicinity of the

site. It provides access to Bear Valley Springs to the west and to the City of

Tehachapi to the east.

10-011 3



Recent Area Traffic Counts

Traffic volumes on major arterial thoroughfares in the area show typical peak periods
associated with major streets in the Tehachapi area. The volumes show a peak during
the morning commuter period, another peak during the noon hour, and a third peak

during the evening commuter period.

Manual counts were conducted in December 2008 and January 2009 during the PM
(i.e. 4-6 pm) peak period at the four study intersections to determine the peak hour
turning movement volumes. These volumes are shown on Exhibit 3 and were used in

the intersection operation, street segment and traffic signal warrant analyses.
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III. TRAFFIC GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION

The proposed project includes 432,115 square feet (s.f.) of retail and 222,175 s.f .of
industrial park land uses. The estimated peak hour and daily traffic volumes expected
to be generated by the project were based on the data obtained from the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), “Trip Generation”, 2008, 8th Edition.

Table 1 lists the daily and peak hour generation factors and resulting trip ends for the
several types of land uses in the proposed project. In accordance with the current
Caltrans current policy, the traffic daily and peak hour volumes generated by the
project’s retail land uses were reduced by 15 percent to reflect the diversion of
existing (i.e. pass by) traffic on the adjacent streets. The adjusted project traffic
volumes were then reduced by an additional 5 percent to account of internal capture
of trips (i.e. trips between the project’s two land uses). Table 1 shows that at full
build out, it is estimated that this project will generate a total of 16,933 new vehicular
trip ends per day. Table 1 also shows an increase of 394 vehicles arriving and 349
- leaving the site during the AM peak hour and an increase of 511 vehicles arriving and

617 departing during the PM peak hour.

The expected project-related traffic volumes were distributed onto the local roadway
system based on manual count data, observations of peak hour traffic movements, the
characteristics of the nearby road system, and the population distribution of the
region. Exhibit 4 shows percentage of regional distribution of project traffic. Exhibit
5 shows the project related traffic distribution on the local roadway system during the

PM peak hour.
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Specialty Retail (ITE Land Use Code # 814)

TABLE 1

TRIP GENERATION-MIXED LAND USE

Industrial Park (ITE Land Use Code # 130)

432,115 Square Feet
Average Total Daily Trips:

(Reduce by 15% for Pass By)

AM Peak Hour Trips:
(44% in; 56% out)

Factor
Volume

Factor

Total Volume
Volume In
Volume Out

(Reduce by 15% for Pass By)

PM Peak Hour trips:
(50% in; 50% out)

Factor

Total Volume
Volume In
Volume Out

(Reduce by 15% for Pass By)

10-011

222,175 Square Feet
Average Total Daily Trips:

AM Peak Hour Trips:
(82% in; 18% out)

PM Peak Hour trips:
(21% in; 79% out)

Factor
Volume

Factor

Total Volume
Volume In
Volume Out

Factor

Total Volume
Volume In
Volume Out

44.32 Trips/TSF
19,151 Trips per Day
16,278 Trips per Day

1.62 Trips/TSF

700 Trips AM Peak Hour
308 (262)
392 (333)

2.71 Trips/TSF
1,171 Trips PM Peak Hour

586 (498)
585  (498)
6.96 Trips/TSF

1,546 Trips per Day

0.84 Trips/TSF
187 Trips AM Peak Hour
153
34

0.86 Trips/TSF
191 Trips PM Peak Hour
40
151



TABLE 1 (Continued)
TRIP GENERATION-MIXED LAND USE

PROJECT TOTALS
Adjusted for Adjusted for
Total Pass By* Internal Capture
Average Total Daily Trips 29,697 17,884 16,933
AM Peak Hour In 461 415 394
AM Peak Hour Out 426 367 349
PM Peak Hour In 626 538 511
PM Peak ITour Out 736 649 617

Notes: Based on rates in ITE's "Trip Generation", 8th Edition, 2008

TSF-thousand square feet of floor area

In accordance with Caltrans policies, retail daily and peak hour trip generation
volumes were reduced by 15 percent to reflect pass by traffic.

The adjusted total was then reduced by 5 percent to reflect internal capture of
trips (i.e. trips between the several land uses in the project).

* Specialty Retail trips only
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Other Known Projects and Growth Rate

In accordance with the City of Tehachapi requirements, the impact of project
generated traffic was evaluated in the year 2015 (the expected year of project build

out) and in the year 2035.

To reflect future development in the vicinity of the project an ambient growth rate
(i.e. 2.0 percent per year) was used to establish the year 2015 and year 2035

background volumes (i.e. without the project traffic).

The future PM peak hour trips generated with the growth factor are titled “Future
Year 2015 Without Project” (Exhibit 6) and “Future Year 2035 Without Project”
(Exhibit 8).

The future PM peak hour volumes with project added are shown on Trip Distribution

maps, Exhibit 7 for year 2015 and Exhibit 9 for 2035.
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IV. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS AND IMPACT

The traffic impact analysis is based on the following assumptions:

1. The proposed development will be completed by 2015.

2. The primary access to and from the site will be off of Tucker Road.

3. The actual PM peak hour traffic conditions are appropriate for the analysis.

Intersection Analysis

The intersection analysis was based on the existing number of approach lanes, the
existing traffic control devices and the PM peak hour turning movement volumes at

these key intersections:

Tucker Road/SR-58 Eastbound Ramps
Tucker Road/Tehachapi Boulevard
Tucker Road/Valley Boulevard

Tehachapi Boulevard/Mountain View Avenue
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Level of Service

Intersections

The capacity and level of service (LOS) of the study intersections was determined for
existing conditions and conditions in year 2015 and 2035 both with and without the
project, using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual method for signalized and un-
signalized intersections. Table 2 summarizes the tabulation of Levels of Service. (The

worksheets are included in the Appendix).

As noted on Table 2, the study intersections are currently operating at LOS C or better

during the PM peak hour.
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TABLE 2
PM PEAK HOUR LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)

INTERSECTIONS
Exist 2015 2015 2035 2035 With
INTERSECTION Volume w/oProj w/Proj w/oProj w/Proj Mitigation
Unsignalized Intersections
Two Way Stop Intersections
Tucker Road/SR 58 EB Ramps
S/B A A A A * With Modifications
E/B B C C E/- _ See Page 27
Tehachapi Blvd/Mountain View Ave
EB A A A
WB A A A * With Improvements
N/B B B D See Page 27
S/B B C C
Signalized Intersection LOS C* C C
Signalized Intersections
* With Modifications
Tucker Road/Tehachapi Blvd Sec PPage 26
Intersection LOS C D/C* D/C**  D/C** D/C** ** With Modifications
See Page 27
*With Modifications
Tucker Road/Valley Blvd See Page 27
Intersection LOS C D/C* D/C**  D/C** D/C** **With Modifications
See Page 28
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Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

The PM peak hour volumes at the two STOP sign controlled study intersections were
compared with the minimums needed to satisfy the California Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Peak Hour Signal Warrant for the following
scenarios:

Existing Conditions-Year 2008

Year 2015 w/o Project

Year 2015 with Project

Year 2035 w/o Project

Year 2035 with Project

The results are summarized in Table 3 and show that the Peak Hour warrant is
satisfied for Year 2035 with Project conditions at Tehachapi Boulevard/Mountain
View Avenue. If an intersection meets the signal warrant, worksheets for subsequent

scenarios were not created.

Notes:

1. The Peak Hour Traffic Signal Warrant requires a minimum of 300 vehicles
on the major street (total of both directions) and 75 vehicles per hour on the
highest volume minor street approach. If the approach volumes were less
than these minimums, a signal warrant worksheet was not created.)

2. Caltrans typically does not include the minor street right turn volumes in

the signal warrant analysis.
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TABLE 3
SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES
PEAK HOUR SIGNAL
WARRANT SATISFIED
2008 2015 2015 2035 2035
Existing w/o Project w/Project w/o Project  w/Project

INTERSECTION Volumes Volumes Volumes  Volumes Volumes
Tucker Road/
SR 58 EB Ramps No No No No No
Tehachapi Blvd/
Mountain View Ave No No No No Yes*
* Worksheet in Appendix
10-011 22



Street Segment Analysis
Descriptions of Assumed Roadway Capacities

The capacity of a roadway is affected by a number of factors, including the width of
the roadway, the number of crossing arterials and collectors, the amount of green time
given to the street at each signal, the presence or absence of on-street parking, the

number of turning lanes at each intersection and the number of driveways.

An urban major arterial provides higher capacity than a normal major arterial does.
The higher capacity accounts for higher geometric standards, fewer access points to
abutting properties, greater running speed as a result of signal coordination, raised

curb median islands, and wider travel lanes. Level of Service “E” is considered to be

the ultimate capacity of the street.
Arterial Operations

Table 4 contains a complete capacity analysis of existing volumes for all of the major
and minor arterials in the general vicinity of the project. For each arterial and its
various distinct segments, this table identifies the facility type and the levels of

service.

As noted in Table 4, the arterial network in the general vicinity of the project currently

operates at Level of Service “D” or better during the PM peak hour.
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Future without Project

This section describes the future circulation and operating conditions and potential
capacity deficiencies in the study area, based on the forecast volumes without the

project, to year 2015 (build out) and 2035. Table 4 depicts the results of this analysis.

Future with Project

In order to assess the effect of developing this project on the highway system, the
volume, generated by the development, were added to the future without project (wp)

volumes year 2015 and year 2035.
The capacity analysis for this scenario is shown in Table 4 entitled “Future With

Project” (p). The analysis assumes that the same geometrical patterns that are now

installed will be in place for future years 2015 and 2035.
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TABLE 4
PM PEAK HOUR LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)

STREET SEGMENTS
Striping/ Facility
Geometrics Type

Tucker Road
From SR-58 EB Ramps 2 Lane Undivided
To Tehachapi Blvd Atrterial
From Tehachapi Blvd 4 Lane Divided
To Valley Blvd Arterial
Tehachapi Blvd
From Tucker Road 2 Lane Undivided
To Mountain View Avenue Arterial

wp- Does not include project traffic
p- Includes project traffic

10-011

25

Existing
2015 wp
2015p
2035 wp
2035 p

Existing
2015 wp
2015p
2035 wp
2035p

Existing
2015 wp
2015p
2035 wp
2035p

LOS
Two-Way
D
D
E
E
E
SB NB
A A
A A
A A
B A
B B
Two-Way
C
C
D
D
D



V.

10-011

MITIGATION MEASURES
Year 2015
Street Construction

Construct the adjacent street improvements along Tucker Road to the

satisfaction of the City of Tehachapi and Caltrans.
Off-Site Improvements

Table 2 shows that several off-site improvements will be needed to result in
acceptable levels of service (i.e. LOS C or better) for Year 2015 conditions at

the following locations:

- Tucker Road/Tehachapi Boulevard-Background conditions will require
the provision of a 2" westbound left turn lane on Tehachapi Boulevard
and the conversion of both Tehachapi Boulevard approaches from one
through and one right turn lane to one through and one through/right turn
lane. The addition of project traffic will require the provision of a 2" left

turn lane on both Tucker Road approaches.
- Tucker Road/Valley Boulevard-Background conditions will require the

conversion of both Valley Boulevard approaches from one left, one

through and one right turn lane to one left, one through and one

26



through/right turn lane. The addition of project traffic will require the

provision of a 2™ eastbound left turn lane on Valley Boulevard.

- Tehachapi Boulevard/Mountain View Avenue/Valley Boulevard-The
addition of project traffic will require the installation of a traffic signal

system.
VI. Year 2033

Table 2 also shows that additional improvements will be needed to result in

acceptable levels of service (i.e. LOS C or better) for Year 2035 conditions at

the following locations:

- Tucker Road/SR-58 EB Ramps-Background conditions will require the
provision of a 2™ southbound lane (for a minimum of 500 feet) the allow
the conversion of the eastbound right turn movement from the off ramp

from the current Yield to a free right turn.

- Tucker Road/Tehachapi Blvd-Background conditions will require the
provision of signal overlaps for northbound and southbound Tucker
Road right turns and widening for the westbound approach to provide for
a right turn lane. The addition of project traffic will require a 3" through
lane in each direction on Tucker Road and a 2" eastbound left turn lane

on Tehachapi Boulevard.
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- Tucker Road/Valley Blvd-Background conditions will require the
provision of a signal overlap for the southbound Tucker Road approach
and for a 2™ northbound left turn lane on Tucker Road. The addition of
project traffic will require the provision of a 2" southbound left turn
Jane on Tucker Road and a 2™ westbound left turn lane on Valley

Boulevard.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

This development should comply with all requirements of the Congestion
Management Plan for the City of Tehachapi. This may include, but is not
limited to: trip reduction, deficiency plan, traffic and public transportation

requirements and improvements, and impact fees as applicable.

Although the following intersections are on the Regional Transportation Impact

Fee list the proportionate share of Mitigation is as follows:

Project Volume (PM Peak Hour)
(PM Project Volume + Other Future Increases to Year 2035)

- Construct improvements at Tucker Road/SR-58 EB Ramps

340
1,127 =0302 x 100 -~ = 302%

- Install Traffic Signal at Tehachapi Blvd/Mountain View Ave

283
820 =0345 x 100 = 34.5%
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Proportionate share of Mitigation

This projects contribution to the construction cost of the off-site improvement
not included in the Transportation Impact fee program as listed on page 26

through 28 are computed as follows:

- Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Tehachapi Blvd

792
2,369 =0334 x 100 = 334%

- Construct improvements at Tucker Road/Valley Blvd

339
1,833 =0.18 x 100 = 18.5%
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
IGeneral Information Site Information
Analyst GRH [Tucker Rd/SR58 EB Ramps |
Agency/Co. CTE City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/27/2010 2008
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour
Project Description 2008 Existing Conditions
East/West Street: SR 58 EB Ramps North/South Street: Tucker Road
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 0.25 .
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
[Major Street Northbound Southbound
IMovement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 178 152 1 390
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
R
'('\'IZ‘}";R)F'W Rate, FR 0 197 168 1 433 0
|[Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - - 2 — -
|Median Type Undivided
IRT Channelized 0 0
[Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
[Configuration TR LT
|Ugstream Signal 0o 0
Minor Street — Eastbound T Westbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
\\Volume (veh/h) 0 0 194
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
Eeh /K) 0 0 215 0 0 0
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 0 0 2 0 0
Fercent Grade (%) 0 0
|Fiared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
|RT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 0 i i 0 0 0
Configuration LT R
!Deiay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
[Lane Configuration LT LT R
v (veh/h) 1 0 215
C (m) (veh/h) 1194 627
v/c 0.00 0.34
|95% queue length 0.00 1.52
[Control Delay (s/veh) 8.0 13.7
|Los A B
|Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -
pproach LOS = .
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

IGeneral Information

Site Information

Analyst GRH Intersection Tehachapi-Mountain View
Agency/Co. CTE Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/27/2010 IAnalysis Year 2008
lAnalysis Time Period PM Peak Hour
IProject Description 2008 Existfngionditioﬁs-—
[East/West Street:  Tehachapi Bivd North/South Street. Mountain View Avenue
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
[Major Street Eastbound Westbound
IMovement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 5 193 29 121 273 5
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
Eeh ”31’) 5 214 32 134 303 5
|[Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - -- 2 — -
[Median Type Undivided
|RT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0
|Conﬁguration L T TR L TR
JUpstream Signal 0 0
[Minor Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 18 0 108 1 1 2
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
Fh /g’) ~ate, 20 0 120 1 1 2
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
IPercent Grade (%) 0 0
|Ftared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
|RT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0
onfiguration LT R LTR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration L L LT R LTR
fv (veh/h) 5 134 20 120 4
(m) (veh/h) 1249 1353 247 927 399
fc 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.13 0.01
95% queue length 0.01 0.33 0.26 0.44 0.03
[Control Delay (s/veh) 7.9 8.0 20.9 9.5 14.1
Los A A C A B
IApproach Delay (s/veh) - -- 11.1 14.1
lApproach LOS - -~ B B
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/24/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2008 Existing Conditions
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 98 204 97 235 | 268 61 203 193 172 98 |384 | 203
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |ogo |o90 |090 |o.90 |090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20 | 20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 125
Lane Width 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 164 G= 182 |G= = G= 147 |G= 147 |G= 0.0 G= 00
Y=4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Lengﬁc = 80.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wWB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 109 |227 52 261 |298 23 226 |214 80 109 |427 | 87
Lane Group Capacity 339 |397 |337 |339 |397 |337 |304 |610 |272 |304 |610 |272
v/c Ratio 032 los7 lo.15 lo.77 lo.75 |oo7 |o.74 |0.35 |0.29 |0.36 |[0.70 |0.32
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.23 |0.23 0.20 |0.23 [0.23 0.18 |0.18 |0.18 |0.18 |0.18 |0.18
Uniform Delay d, 271 274 |24.7 |30.0 |28.8 |24.2 |309 (285 |28.2 |285 [30.6 |28.3
Delay Factor k 0.11 lo.17 lo.11 l0.32 (0.31 |o.711 |0.30 o711 |0.11 |0.11 [0.27 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 0.6 20 |02 |104 |78 0.1 |9.5 0.4 0.6 07 |36 |07
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 276 |20.4 |250 |404 |36.6 |24.3 |404 |28.8 |288 [20.3 |34.2 |29.0
Lane Group LOS C C C D D C D C C C C C
Approach Delay 28.3 37.8 33.8 32.6
Approach LOS C D C C
Intersection Delay 33.5 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/24/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2008 Existing Conditions
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 229 | 264 61 136 | 260 105 | 178 | 196 92 127 |235 | 221
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |o9o lo.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 (090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 ]0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 o 50 0 0 40 0 0 100
Lane Width 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing Gf 17.7 |G = 24.3 = Gf Gf 19.1 G;—- 16.9 G= 00 G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 90.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination a2
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 254 293 34 151 |289 61 198 |218 58 141 |261 |134
Lane Group Capacity 326 |471 |400 |326 |471 |400 |351 |623 |278 |351 |623 |278
v/c Ratio 0.78 los2 loog lo46 |o.61 |0.15 |0.56 [0.35 [0.27 |0.40 [0.42 |0.48
Green Ratio 020 lo27 lo27 lo.20 |o.27 |o.27 027 |o.19 |o.79 |o.27 019 [0.19
Uniform Delay d, 343 |288 |245 [320 (287 [25.0 [31.7 |31.8 [30.9 [305 |[322 |32.6
Delay Factor k 033 lo21 lo11 lo.11 |o.20 |o.11 |o.16 |o.17 |o.11 |o.11 o.11 |O.11
Incremental Delay d, 114 | 2.5 0.1 1.0 24 02 |21 0.3 04 0.8 0.5 1.3
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 457 |317.4 |246 |330 |31.1 |252 |33.8 |321 [31.3 [31.3 [32.7 [34.0
Lane Group LOS D C C C (o] C C C C C C C
Approach Delay 37.3 31.0 32.7 32.6
Approach LOS D C C C
Intersection Delay 33.5 Intersection LOS C
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
|General Information _ Fite Information
Analyst GRH [Intersection Tucker Rd/SR58 EB Ramps
Agency/Co. CTE ti risdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/31/2010 nalysis Year 2015
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour u
|Project Description 2015 w/o Project
East/West Street:. SR 58 EB Ramps North/South Street: Tucker Road
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 0.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments |
[Major Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 205 175 1 449
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
|*('\',‘:‘;1;'|¥)F'°W ieate, R 0 227 194 1 498 0
[Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - - 2 - —~
[Median Type Undivided
{RT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 0 1 0
[Configuration TR LT
EUgstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 0 0 223
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
I(-\IIZ%;IK)FIOW Rate, HFR 0 0 247 0 0 0
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 0 0 2 0 0
|Percent Grade (%) 0 0
|Fiared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
|IRT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 0 1 0 0 0
Configuration LT
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound
[Movement 1 4 8 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration LT LT R
v (veh/h) 1 0 247
C (m) (veh/h) 1138 576
v/c 0.00 0.43
95% gueue length 0.00 2.14
[Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 15.9
|Los A C
IApproach Delay (s/veh) -- --
lApproach LOS -- -~
Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ version 5.3 Generated; 8/31/2010 10:05 AM
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

IGeneral Information

ite Information

lAnalyst GRH _| Intersection Tehachapi-Mountain View
ency/Co. CTE urisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 18/31/2010 ||lAnalysis Year 2015
nalysis Time Period IPM Peak Hour |
Project Description 2015 w/o Pr_oject
North/South Street: Mountain View Avenue

|East/West Street: Tehachapi Bivd

Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
|Major Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 6 222 33 139 314 6
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
ISV pos /r¥) 6 246 36 154 348 6
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - -- 2 — —
|Median Type Undivided
|RT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0
|Configuration L T TR L TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
%or Street — Northbound Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 21 0 124 1 1 2
{Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Houri
Fvehn):)Flow Rate, HFR 23 0 137 1 4 2
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
IPercent Grade (%) 0 0
|Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
[RT Channclized 0 0
[Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0
Eonﬁguration LT LTR
elay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
IApproach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration L L LT R LTR
v (veh/h) 6 154 23 137 4
C (m) (veh/h) 1201 1317 198 906 340
/c 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.15 0.01
195% queue length 0.02 0.40 0.39 0.53 0.04
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.0 8.1 25.6 9.7 15.7
JLOS A A D A C
Approach Delay (s/veh) - - 12.0 15.7
IApproach LOS -- -- B C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 w/o Project
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 i 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 113 | 235 | 112 | 270 |308 70 233 |222 198 | 113 |442 | 239
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 125
Lane Width 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 16.4 G= 18.2 G= G_= Gf 14.7 |G= 14.7 |G= 0.0 G= 0.0
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 80.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination T
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 126 |261 69 300 |342 33 259 |247 |109 |126 |491 |127
Lane Group Capacity 339 |397 |337 |339 |397 |337 |304 |610 |272 |304 |610 |272
v/c Ratio 037 lo6s o020 |0.88 [0.86 |0.10 |0.85 |0.40 |0.40 |0.41 |0.80 |0.47
Green Ratio 0.20 l0.23 023 |0.20 |0.23 023 |0.18 |0.18 |0.18 [0.18 |0.18 |0.18
Uniform Delay d, 274 |28.1 [25.0 [30.9 [29.7 |24.4 |31.6 [288 |[288 |288 |[31.3 |29.2
Delay Factor k 0.11 023 l0.11 |o41 |0.39 |o.11 |0.38 |o.17 (0.11 |0.117 |0.35 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 07 | 4.0 0.3 |232 |17.3 | 0.1 |20.1 0.4 1.0 0.9 7.8 1.3
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 (1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 281 |320 |253 |54.0 |47.0 |24.5 |51.7 |29.2 |29.7 |29.8 |39.1 |30.4
Lane Group LOS C C C D D C D C C c D C
Approach Delay 29.9 49.0 38.8 36.0
Approach LOS C D D D
Intersection Delay 39.1 Intersection LOS D
Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+T™™  version 5.3 Generated: 8/31/2010 10:20 AM
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 w/o Project + Mitigate
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L R L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 113 | 235 | 112 | 270 |308 70 | 233 |222 198 | 113 |442 | 239
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 [0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 o 40 0 0 100 0 0 125
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 174 G= 18.2 G: = G= 16.7 G_= 18.7 |G= 0.0 G= 0.0
Y=4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 87.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination .
EB WB NB SB
| Adjusted Filow Rate 126 |330 300 |375 259 |247 |109 |126 |491 |127
Lane Group Capacity 331 |673 643 |685 318 |713 |319 |318 |713 |319
v/c Ratio 0.38 |0.49 0.47 |0.55 0.87 [0.35 |0.34 |0.40 |0.69 |0.40
Green Ratio 0.20 10.21 0.20 |0.21 0.19 |0.27 |(0.21 |0.19 |0.21 |0.21
Uniform Delay d, 30.1 130.3 30.7 |30.7 33.7 |29.0 289 |30.7 |31.5 |[29.3
Delay Factor k 0.11 |0.11 0.11 10.15 0.36 [0.11 |0.11 |0.11 40. 26 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 07 |06 05 |09 150 |03 |06 |08 |28 |08
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 30.9 |30.9 31.2 |31.7 486 |29.3 |29.6 |31.6 |34.3 |30.1
Lane Group LOS C C C C D C C C C C
Approach Detay 309 315 37.5 33.1
Approach LOS C C D C
Intersection Delay 33.3 Intersection LOS Cc
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2009 Jurigdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 w/o Project
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 263 | 304 70 156 | 299 121 | 205 |225 106 | 146 |270 | 254
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |0.90 |0.90 |(0.90 |0.90 (090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 20 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100
Lane Width 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 177 |G= 243 G_— G= G= 19.1 G= 169 |G= 00 G=
Y=4 Y= 4 = Y = Y= 4 Y=10 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 90.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 292 |338 44 173 |332 79 228 |250 73 162 |300 |171
Lane Group Capacity 326 |471 |400 |326 |471 |400 |351 |623 278 |3517 |623 |278
v/c Ratio 090 |(0.72 |0.11 |0.53 |0.70 |0.20 |0.65 |0.40 |0.26 |0.46 |0.48 [0.62
Green Ratio 0.20 (0.27 (027 |0.20 |0.27 |0.27 |0o.21 |0.19 |o.19 |[0.21 |0.19 |0.19
Uniform Delay d, 35.2 |29.7 |24.7 324 |29.6 |25.3 |[324 |32.1 |31.2 |31.0 [32.6 |[33.6
Delay Factor k 0.42 |0.28 |0.11 |0.13 |0.27 |0.11 |0.23 |0.11 |0.71 |0.117 |0.17 |0.20
Incremental Delay d, 257 | 52 0.1 1.7 | 4.8 02 |4.2 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.6 4.0
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 60.9 |35.0 |24.8 |34.1 |34.4 |256 |36.6 |32.5 |31.7 |31.9 |332 |37.6
Lane Group LOS E C C C C C D C C C C D
Approach Delay 45.5 33.1 34.1 34.1
Approach LOS D C C C
Intersection Delay 37.0 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 w/o Project + Mitigate
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 263 | 304 70 156 | 299 121 | 205 |225 106 | 146 |270 | 254
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.80 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 50 0 0 50 0 0 125
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 G= 243 = = G_= 19.17 |G= 16.9 G= 00 G:
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=0 Y= 0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 292 |382 173  |411 228 |250 62 162 |300 |143
Lane Group Capacity 330 |878 330 |867 350 |621 |277 |350 |621 |277
v/c Ratio 0.88 [0.44 0.52 |(0.47 0.65 |040 |0.22 [046 [0.48 [0.52
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.27 0.20 |0.27 021 lo.19 lo19 o217 Jo19 Jo.19
Uniform Delay d, 35.1 |27.3 323 |27.6 326 (323 |31.1 |31.1 [32.8 [33.0
Delay Factor k 0.41 [0.11 0.13 |0.11 023 |0.11 |0.11 |0.11 |0.11 |0.12
Incremental Delay d, 236 |03 1.5 0.4 4.3 0.4 04 1.0 0.6 1.7
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |[1.000 [1.000
Control Delay 58.8 |27.7 339 |28.1 36.8 |32.7 |31.5 |32.1 |334 |347
Lane Group LOS E (0] C (67 D C C C C C
Approach Delay 41.1 29.8 34.3 334
Approach LOS D c C C
Intersection Delay 34.9 Intersection LOS C
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Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
General Information _ Site iInformation
Analyst GRH |[Intersection Tucker Rd/SR58 EB Ramps
Agency/Co. CTE l urisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/31/2010 | nalysis Year 2015
IAnalysis Time Period PM Peak Hour |||_
|EFoject Description 2015 + Project ]
|East/West Street: SR 58 EB Ramps North/South Street: Tucker Road
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 0.25
ivehicle Volumes and Adjustments
[Major Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 298 268 1 526
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
R‘;}‘\%F'm’" RALeHER 0 331 297 1 584 0
|Percent Heavy Venhicies 2 ~ - 2 - —~
[Median Type Undivided
{RT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
[Configuration TR LT
Upstream Signal 0 0
iMinor Street Eastbound — Westbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
'\Volume (veh/h) 0 0 261
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(voh /g') 0 0 290 0 0 0
|Percent Heavy Venhicles 2 0 0 2 0 0
[Percent Grade (%) 0 0
[Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 0 1 i 0 0 0
Configuration LT R
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service [
lApproach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound
|Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration LT LT R
v (veh/h) 1 0 290
C (m) (veh/h) 954 515
v/c 0.00 0.56
195% queue length 0.00 3.44
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 20.6
JLOS A C
lApproach Delay (s/veh) - -
lApproach LOS i s
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

eneral Information

Site Information

GRH |[[Intersection féhachapi—Mountain View
CTE " urisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/31/2010 Analysis Year 2015
|Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour |
|Project Description 2015 + Project B B

|East/West Street: Tehachapi Bivd

North/South Street:

Mountain View Avenue

Intersection Orientation:

East-West

ehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Study Period (hrs):

0.25

[Major Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 6 315 95 139 391 6
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
R‘;m’f'm"’ Rats, HibR 6 350 105 154 434 6
[Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- 2 - -
[Median Type Undivided
|§T Channelized 1 0
fLanes 1 2 0 1 i 0
Conﬁguration L T TR L TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor_Street . Northbound S ] Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T, R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 72 0 124 1 1 2
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
Feh /Q") 80 0 137 1 1 2
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
|Percent Grade (%) 0 0
{F1ared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0
IConﬁguration LT R LTR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
IApproach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration i L LT R LTR
v (veh/h) 6 154 80 137 4
C (m) (veh/h) 1116 1206 135 810 270
fc 0.01 0.13 0.59 0.17 0.01
5% queue length 0.02 0.44 3.03 0.61 0.05
IControl Delay (s/veh) 8.2 8.4 64.6 10.3 18.5
ILOS A A F B C
lApproach Delay (s/veh) - -- 30.3 18.5
lApproach LOS - -- D C
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Techachapi BI-Mtn View
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 with Project
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 o 1 0
Lane Group L TR L TR LT R LTR
Volume (vph) 6 315 95 139 | 391 6 72 0 124 1 1 2
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 (090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A P P P A P P
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left |Thru & RT 03 04 NS Perm 08 07 08
Timing G= 164 G= 19.2 G= G= G_= 15.7 |G= 00 G=00 G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=20 Y=10 =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 CyclelengthC= 63.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 7 428 154 |441 80 110 4
Lane Group Capacity 429 |979 429 527 324 |368 390
v/c Ratio 0.02 [0.44 036 |0.84 0.25 10.30 0.01
Green Ratio 0.26 |0.30 026 ]0.30 0.25 10.25 0.25
Uniform Delay d, 17.4 |17.7 19.2 |20.6 19.1 |19.3 17.9
Delay Factor k 0.11 0.11 0.11 |0.37 0.50 |0.50 0.50
Incremental Delay d, 00 |03 05 |11.3 1.8 | 2.1 0.0
PF Factor 1.000 |(1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000
Control Delay 17.5 |18.0 19.7 1319 209 |21.4 18.0
Lane Group LOS B B B C C C B
Approach Delay 18.0 28.7 21.2 18.0
Approach LOS B C C B
Intersection Delay 23.7 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 20715 + Project + Mitigate
Volume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 190 | 235 | 112 | 270 |308 198 | 233 | 376 198 | 268 |627 | 332
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 [0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 o 40 0 0 100 0 0 125
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N o N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 174 G= 18.2 G= Gf Gf 16.7 Gf 18.7 G_= 0.0 G= 00
Y=4 Y =4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=4 Y=20 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 87.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 211 + |330 300 |518 250 |418 |108 |208 |697 |230
Lane Group Capacity 331 |673 643 |659 318 |713 |319 |318 |713 |319
v/c Ratio 0.64 |0.49 047 0.79 0.81 059 |0.34 |0.94 |0.98 [0.72
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.21 0.20 |0.21 0.19 |0.27 (021 (0.19 |0.21 |0.21
Uniform Delay d, 31.9 [30.3 30.7 |32.6 33.7 [30.7 |28.9 (346 |[33.9 |[31.7
Delay Factor k 0.22 |0.11 0.11 |0.33 0.36 |(0.18 |0.11 |0.45 |0.48 |0.28
Incremental Delay d, 4.1 0.6 0.5 6.3 15.0 1.3 06 |344 |281 |78
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 36.0 |30.9 31.2 |38.8 486 |31.9 |29.6 |69.0 |62.0 |39.5
Lane Group LOS D C C D D C C E E D
Approach Delay 32.9 36.0 37.1 59.5
Approach LOS C D D E
Intersection Delay 44.3 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT

General Information

Site Information

Analyst GRH

Agency or Co. CTE

Date Performed 8/31/2010
Time Period PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Area Type
Jurisdiction

Analysis Year

Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
All other areas

City of Tehachapi

2015 + Project + Mitigate2

Volume and Timing Input

EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 190 | 235 | 112 | 270 |308 |198 | 233 |376 198 | 268 |627 | 332
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |0.90 (080 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 160
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G;—- 15.5 Gf 19.2 G= G_= G_= 12.9 G_= 26.4 G_= 0.0 G=00
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 900
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 211 ]330 300 |518 259 418 109 298 |697 |191
Lane Group Capacity 285 |686 554 |672 461 |974 |435 |461 |974 |435
v/c Ratio 0.74 |0.48 0.54 |0.77 0.56 0.43 10.25 |0.65 |0.72 |0.44
Green Ratio 0.17 10.21 0.17 |0.21 014 |0.29 |o.29 |o.14 Jo.29 |o.29
Uniform Delay d, 353 |31.0 34.0 |33.3 359 |25.7 |24.3 364 |284 |[25.8
Delay Factor k 0.30 |0.11 0.14 [0.32 0.16 |0.11 |0.11 |0.22 |0.28 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 9.9 0.5 1.1 5.5 1.6 0.3 0.3 3.1 2.5 0.7
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |71.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 452 |31.6 35.1 |388 375 |26.0 |24.6 [39.5 |31.0 |26.5
Lane Group LOS D C D D D C C D C C
Approach Delay 36.9 37.5 29.6 324
Approach LOS D D C C
Intersection Delay 33.7 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Blivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015 + Project + Mitigate
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 340 | 304 70 156 |299 | 147 | 205 |276 106 | 177 | 331 347
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |090 |090 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 50 0 0 175
Lane Width 12.0 | 120 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 G=243 |G= G= G_= 19.1 |G= 16.9 G= 0.0 G=
Y =4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=0 Y=20 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 378 |382 173 |418 228 |307 62 197 |368 |191
Lane Group Capacity 330 |878 330 |865 350 |621 |277 |350 |621 |277
v/c Ratio 1.15 |0.44 0.52 |0.48 0.65 |0.49 |0.22 |0.56 [0.59 |0.69
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.27 020 |0.27 0.21 |0.179 |0.19 |0.21 |0.19 |0.19
Uniform Delay d, 36.2 |27.3 32.3 |27.7 326 329 |31.1 |31.9 |33.6 |[34.3
Delay Factor k 0.50 |0.11 0.13 |0.11 023 |0.11 |o.11 |0.16 |0.18 |0.26
Incremental Delay d, 950 | 0.3 1.5 0.4 4.3 0.6 04 2.1 1.5 7.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 131.2 |27.7 33.9 |282 36.8 |335 |31.5 |33.9 |351 |413
Lane Group LOS F Cc C C D C C C D D
Approach Delay 79.2 29.8 34.6 36.4
Approach LOS E C C D
intersection Delay 46.6 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 8/31/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 20175 + Project + Mitigate2
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L R L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 340 | 304 70 156 | 299 147 | 205 |276 106 | 177 |331 347
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |090 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 50 0 0 175
Lane Width 12.0 | 120 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 32 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 G= 24.3 G= G_- G=19.1 |G= 169 G=00 =
Y= 4 Y= 4 = Y = Y= 4 Y=10 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 378 |382 173 418 228 |307 62 197 |368 |191
Lane Group Capacity 641 |878 330 |865 350 |621 |277 |350 |621 |277
v/c Ratio 0.59 |0.44 0.52 |0.48 0.65 (049 |0.22 |(0.56 |0.59 |[0.69
Green Ratio 0.20 10.27 0.20 (0.27 0.21 |0.19 |0.19 |0.21 |0.19 |0.19
Uniform Delay d, 32.8 |(27.3 32.3 |27.7 326 [32.9 |31.1 |31.9 |[336 [34.3
Delay Factor k 0.18 (0.11 0.13 |0.11 023 |0.11 |0.11 |0.16 |0.18 |0.26
Incremental Delay d, 1.4 0.3 1.5 04 4.3 0.6 0.4 2.1 1.5 7.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 34.2 |27.7 339 282 36.8 |33.5 |31.5 [33.9 |351 |41.3
Lane Group LOS C C C C D C C © D D
Approach Delay 30.9 29.8 34.6 36.4
Approach LOS C C C D
Intersection Delay 33.0 intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2007 University of Fiorida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™  Version 5.3 Generated: 9/1/2010 3:13 PM
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\L.ocal\Temp\s2k9D53.tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
General Information [Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd/SR58 EB Ramps
Agency/Co. CTE Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/31/2010 Analysis Year 2035
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour
iProject Description 2035 w/o Project
|East/West Street: SR 58 EB Ramps North/South Street: Tucker Road
Intersection Orientation:  North-South Study Period (hrs). 0.25
Ivehicle Volumes and Adjustments
[Major Street Northbound Southbound
IMovement 1 2 3 4 5 8
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 304 260 2 667
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Fi
I‘veh e RatSakiri 0 337 288 2 741 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - — 2 S =
[Median Type Undivided
[RT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 0 0 i 0
|Configuration TR LT
IUgstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
[\VVolume (veh/h) 0 0 331
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh /r):) 0 0 367 0 0 0
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 0 0 2 0 0
|Percent Grade (%) 0 0
|Fiared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
|RT Channelized 1 0
|Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 0
IConﬁguration LT R
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service - 3
lApproach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration LT LT R
v (veh/h) 2 0 367
IC (m) (veh/h) 956 420
v/c 0.00 0.87
95% queue length 0.01 8.88
[Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 49.8
lLos A E
lApproach Delay (s/veh) - --
IApproach LOS -~ -
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Techachapi BI-Mtn View
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 w/o Project
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
Lane Group L TR L TR LT R LTR
Volume (vph) 9 330 50 207 | 467 9 31 0 185 2 2 3
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A P P P A P P
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 32 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timing GC= 164 G= 222 G_= = G= 157 |G= 0.0 G= 00 G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 66.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 10 395 230 |529 34 150 7
Lane Group Capacity 410 |7700 410 |s82 329|351 375
v/c Ratio 0.02 |0.36 0.56 |0.91 0.10 |0.43 |0.02
Green Ratio 0.25 10.33 0.25 0.33 0.24 |0.24 0.24
Uniform Delay d, 18.9 |16.7 21.8 |21.1 19.8 |21.5 19.4
Delay Factor k 0.11 |0.11 0.16 |0.43 0.50 |0.50 0.50
Incremental Delay d, 00 |02 1.8 |183 06 |38 0.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000
Control Delay 18.9 |16.9 236 |39.4 20.4 |25.3 19.5
Lane Group LOS B B C D C C B
Approach Delay 16.9 34.6 24.4 19.5
Approach LOS B C C B
Intersection Delay 27.8 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™  version 5.3 Generated: 9/2/2010 11:15 AM
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k29EF .tmp 9/2/2010



Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/2/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 w/o Project + 2015 Mit
Volume and Timing Input
EB i WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 168 | 349 |166 | 402 |458 104 | 347 |330 | 294 | 168 |657 | 356
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |090 |090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 160
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 155 G= 19.2 G_= G= G_= 129 |G= 264 |G= 00 G= 0.0
Y=4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y=4 Y= 4 Y=20 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 90.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 187 |517 447 |580 386 |367 |216 |187 |730 |218
Lane Group Capacity 285 |682 554 |695 461 |974 |435 |461 |974 |435
v/c Ratio 0.66 |0.76 0.81 |0.83 0.84 0.38 |[0.50 |0.41 |0.75 |0.50
Green Ratio 0.17 10.21 0.17 |0.21 0.14 0.29 [0.29 |0.14 [0.29 |0.29
Uniform Delay d, 34.8 |33.2 35.8 |33.9 37.5 |25.3 |26.3 |35.1 |28.8 |26.3
Delay Factor k 0.23 10.31 035 |0.37 0.37 (0.11 |0.11 |0.11 |0.30 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 5.4 4.9 8.6 8.7 12.8 0.2 0.9 0.6 3.3 0.9
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |(1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |(1.000
Control Delay 40.2 |38.1 44.4 |42.6 50.3 |255 |27.2 |356 |32.1 |27.3
Lane Group LOS D D D D D C C D C C
Approach Delay 38.7 43.4 35.8 31.7
Approach LOS D D D C
Intersection Delay 37.1 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/2/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 w/o Project + 2035 Mit
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 168 | 349 |166 | 402 |458 104 | 347 |330 | 294 | 168 |657 | 356
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 (090 |0.980 |0.90 |0.90 |090 |0.80 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 160
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 32 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 16.7 G= 21.0 G_- G: G= 134 |G=244 |G= 00 G= 0.0
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 CycleLengthC= 91.5
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 187 |517 447 509 71 386 367 |216 187 730 |218
Lane Group Capacity 302 733 587 |762 |340 |471 |885 |730 |471 |885 |730
v/c Ratio 0.62 10.71 0.76 10.67 |0.27 10.82 [0.47 |0.30 |0.40 |0.82 |0.30
Green Ratio 0.18 10.23 0.18 |023 023 |o.15 |27 049 |o.15 |o.27 |o.49
Uniform Delay d, 34.5 |32.4 355 |32.1 |285 |37.9 |27.7 |13.8 |354 |31.5 |[13.8
Delay Factor k 0.20 |0.27 0.31 |0.24 |0.11 |0.36 |0.11 |0.11 |0.71 [0.36 |0.71
incremental Delay d, 3.8 3.1 5.8 2.3 03 |11.0 0.3 0.2 0.6 6.4 0.2
PF Factor 1.000 |(1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 38.3 |355 41.3 |34.3 |28.8 |489 |280 |14.0 |359 |38.0 |14.0
Lane Group LOS D D D C C D C B D D B
Approach Delay 36.3 37.0 332 33.0
Approach LOS D D C C
Intersection Delay 34.7 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
T NeaTwe  Alcthoraoss
Date Performed 9/2/2009 urisdiction City of Tehachap/ -
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 wfo Project + Mitigate2
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 392 | 4517 | 104 |233 |445 |180 | 304 |335 157 | 217 |402 | 378
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 10.90 10.90 (090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 50 0 0 175
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 G= 243 G= G= G;—- 19.1 Gf 16.9 G_= 0.0 Gf
Y= 4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y=4 Y=0 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle @gth C= 903
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 436 |583 259 |616 338 |372 |119 241 (447 |226
Lane Group Capacity 641 |874 330 |867 350 |621 |277 |350 |621 |277
v/c Ratio 0.68 |0.67 0.78 |0.71 0.97 |0.60 |0.43 |0.69 |0.72 |0.82
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.27 020 |0.27 0.21 |0.19 [0.179 |0.21 |0.19 |0.19
Uniform Delay d, 33.5 |29.4 34.3 |29.8 353 336 [324 (329 |[34.5 |[35.2
Delay Factor k 0.25 |0.24 0.33 |0.27 0.47 |0.19 |0.71 |0.26 [0.28 |0.36
Incremental Delay d, 2.9 2.0 11.8 | 2.7 38.9 1.6 1.1 56 |41 |17.0
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 (1.000 |7.000 (1.000
Control Delay 36.4 |31.4 46.1 |32.6 74.2 1352 |33.5 |385 |385 |522
Lane Group LOS D C D C E D C D D D
Approach Delay 33.5 36.6 50.9 41.9
Approach LOS C D D D
Intersection Delay 40.3 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
o o S
Date Performed 9/2/2009 urisdiction City of Tehachap/ 3
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 w/o Project + Mitigate3
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 392 | 451 | 104 | 233 |445 |180 |304 |335 157 | 217 |402 | 378
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 logo |ogo |o.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |090 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 50 0 0 175
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 Gf 24.3 Gf Gf Gf 19.1 G-_- 16.9 Gf 0.0 G=
Y= 4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C = 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 436 583 259 616 338 |372 |119 241 |447 |226
Lane Group Capacity 641 |874 330 |867 680 |621 |277 |350 |621 |573
v/c Ratio 0.68 |0.67 0.78 ﬂO. 71 0.50 |0.60 |0.43 |0.69 |(0.72 |0.39
Green Ratio 020 |0.27 0.20 |0.27 0.21 019 |0.19 |0.21 |0.19 |0.39
Uniform Delay d, 33.5 [29.4 34.3 |[29.8 314 |336 [324 |[329 345 (201
Delay Factor k 0.25 |[0.24 0.33 |0.27 0.11 0.19 |0.11 |0.26 |0.28 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 2.9 2.0 11.8 | 2.7 0.6 1.6 1.1 56 4.1 04
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 36.4 |314 46.1 |32.6 31.9 |352 |335 [385 |385 |20.5
Lane Group LOS D C D C C D C D D C
Approach Delay 33.5 36.6 33.6 34.1
Approach LOS C D C C
Intersection Delay 34.4 Intersection LOS C
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 1

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
|General Information Site Information
— ——— —
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd/SR58 EB Ramps
Agency/Co. CTE urisdiction City of Tehachapi
Date Performed 8/31/2010 lAnalysis Year 2035
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour
IProject Description 2035 + Project + Mitigate
[East/West Street: SR 58 EB Ramps North/South Street: Tucker Road
!lntersection Orientation: North-So_uth Study Period (hrs): 0.25
[Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
|Major Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 397 353 2 744
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/t¥) ® 0 441 392 2 826 0
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - - 2 - -
[Median Type Undivided
IRT Channelized 0 0
|Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
[Configuration TR LT
{Upstream Signal 0 0
[Minor Street “Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh n}:) 0 0 0 0 0
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 0 0 2 0 0
|Percent Grade (%) 0 0
IFlared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized 1 0
Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 0
|Configuration LT
Delay, Queue Length, Ed-tevel of Service - |
IApproach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound
|Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
{Lane Configuration LT LT R
v (veh/h) 2 0
C (m) (veh/h) 800 375
v/c 0.00
95% queue length 0.01
IControl Delay (s/veh) 9.5
|Los A
IApproach Delay (s/veh) - -
IApproach LOS - -
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Techachapi BI-Mtn View
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 + Project
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
Lane Group L R L TR LT R LTR
Volume (vph) 9 423 | 112 | 207 | 544 9 82 0 185 2 2 3
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 ]0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A P P P A P P
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 (4] 50 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timing G= 164 Gf 24.2 G_- = G'_—' 15.7 |G= 0.0 G= 00 G=
Y= 4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=20 Y=20 =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 68.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination B
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 10 567 230 |614 91 150 7
Lane Group Capacity 398 |7746 398 |616 294 |341 361
v/c Ratio 0.03 |0.49 0.58 |1.00 0.31 |0.44 0.02
Green Ratio 0.24 |0.35 0.24 0.35 0.23 |0.23 0.23
Uniform Delay d, 19.8 |17.3 229 |22.0 21.8 |22.5 20.3
Delay Factor k 0.11 |0.11 0.17 |0.50 0.50 |0.50 0.50
Incremental Delay d, 00 |03 2.1 |354 27 |41 0.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000
Control Delay 19.9 |17.6 250 |574 245 |26.6 20.4
Lane Group LOS B B C E C C C
Approach Delay 17.6 48.6 25.8 20.4
Approach LOS B D C C
Intersection Delay 34.5 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT

General Information

Site Information

Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/2/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 + Project + 2035 Mit
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 245 | 349 | 166 | 402 |458 |232 |347 |484 |294 |323 |842 | 449
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 g 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |0.90 |0.90 [0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 20 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 160
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 7120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 167 |G= 210 G= G = G= 134 |G= 244 G= 0.0 G= 00
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y=0 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 91.5
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 272 |517 447 |509 |213 |386 |538 |[216 |369 |936 |321
Lane Group Capacity 302 |733 587 |762 |340 |471 |885 |730 |471 |885 |730
v/c Ratio 0.90 |0.71 0.76 0.67 (0.63 |0.82 |0.61 |0.30 |0.76 |1.06 |0.44
Green Ratio 0.18 |0.23 0.18 10.23 |0.23 |0.15 |0.27 049 |0.15 [0.27 |0.49
Uniform Delay d, 36.6 [32.4 35.5 321 |31.7 |37.9 |29.4 |13.8 |37.5 |335 |15.0
Delay Factor k 042 |0.27 0.31 (0.24 |0.21 [0.36 |0.19 [0.71 |0.31 [0.50 |0.11
Incremental Delay d, 28.1 | 3.1 58 23 3.6 |11.0 1.2 0.2 7.2 |46.7 | 04
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 64.6 |35.5 41.3 |34.3 |353 |489 |30.6 |14.0 |44.7 |80.2 |15.4
Lane Group LLOS E D D C D D C B D F B
Approach Delay 45.6 37.2 33.6 59.5
Approach LOS D D C E
intersection Delay 45.4 Intersection LOS D
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT

General Information

Site Information

Analyst GRH
Agency or Co. CTE
Date Performed 9/2/2010
Time Period

PM Peak Hour

Analysis Year

Intersection Tucker Rd-Techachapi Bl
Area Type All other areas
Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi

2035 + Project + 2035 Mit2

Volume and Timing Input

EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Lane Group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 245 | 349 | 166 |402 |458 | 232 | 347 |484 | 294 |323 |842 | 449
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.80 |090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 (090 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 20 20 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 20 2.0 20 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 40 0 0 100 0 0 160
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 167 |G=21.0 |G= G= Gf 13.4 G_= 244 |G= 0.0 G= 0.0
Y= 4 Y=4 Y = Y = Y=4 Y=4 Y=20 Y=0
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 91.5
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 272 |517 447 |509 |213 |386 |538 |216 |359 |936 |321
Lane Group Capacity 587 |733 587 |762 |340 |471 |7266 |730 |471 |76 |730
v/c Ratio 0.46 |0.71 0.76 |0.67 |0.63 |0.82 |0.42 |0.30 |0.76 |0.74 |0.44
Green Ratio 0.18 |0.23 0.18 0.23 |0.23 |0.15 |0.27 049 |0.15 |0.27 |0.49
Uniform Delay d, 33.4 |324 355 |32.1 |31.7 |37.9 |27.7 |13.8 |37.5 |30.6 |[15.0
Delay Factor k 0.11 (0.27 lo.31 (024 |o21 |0.36 |0.17 |o.17 |0.31 [0.30 |o.11
incremental Delay d, 0.6 3.1 58 |23 36 |11.0 |02 0.2 7.2 |23 04
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 (1.000 |1.000 |(1.000
Control Delay 340 |355 41.3 |34.3 |353 |489 |28.0 |14.0 |44.7 |33.0 |154
Lane Group LOS C D D C D D C B D C B
Approach Delay 35.0 37.2 324 32.1
Approach LOS C D C C
Intersection Delay 33.9 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™  version 5.3 Generated: 9/2/2010 12:34 PM
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/2/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 + Project + Mitigate3
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 469 | 451 | 104 | 233 |445 26 304 |386 157 | 248 |463 | 471
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 090 |0.90 10.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 50 0 0 175
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 (o} 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 G= 243 G= G= G= 1917 |G=169 |G=00 G=
Y=4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=20 Y= 0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 521 583 259 |494 338 |429 |119 |276 |5714 |329
Lane Group Capacity 641 |874 330 |893 680 |621 |277 |350 |621 |573
v/c Ratio 0.81 |0.67 0.78 0.55 0.50 |0.69 043 |0.79 |0.83 |0.57
Green Ratio 0.20 |0.27 020 |0.27 0.21 |0.19 |[0.19 |0.21 |0.19 |0.39
Uniform Delay d, 34.5 |29.4 34.3 |28.3 314 |[34.3 324 |33.7 [353 |21.8
Delay Factor k 0.35 0.24 0.33 |0.15 0.11 |0.26 |0.11 |0.34 |(0.37 |0.17
Incremental Delay d., 79 |20 11.8 | 0.8 0.6 33 |11 |115 |91 |14
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 (1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |(1.000
Control Delay 424 |31.4 46.1 |29.1 319 |37.5 |33.56 |4562 (444 |233
Lane Group LOS D C D C C D C D D C
Approach Delay 36.6 34.9 34.9 38.4
Approach LOS D C C D
Intersection Delay 36.4 Intersection LOS D
Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ version 5.3 Generated: 9/2/2010 1:44 PM
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Short Report

Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General iInformation Site Information
Analyst GRH Intersection Tucker Rd-Valley Bivd
Agency or Co. CTE Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 9/2/2009 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035 + Project + Mitigate4
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L TR L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 469 | 451 | 104 | 233 |445 26 304 |386 157 | 248 |463 | 471
% Heavy Vehicles 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
PHF 0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.80 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90 |0.90
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 70 0 0 75 0 0 175
Lane Width 712.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | Thru & RT 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 180 G= 243 G_— = Gf 19.1 Gf 16.9 Gf 0.0 G=
Y=4 Y= 4 = Y = Y= 4 Y=10 Y=0 Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 90.3
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 521 |583 259 |494 338 429 91 276 |514 |329
Lane Group Capacity 641 |874 641 |893 680 |621 |277 |680 |621 |573
v/c Ratio 0.81 |[0.67 0.40 |0.55 loso lo.69 |0.33 |0.417 |0.83 |0.57
Green Ratio 020 |0.27 0.20 |0.27 0.21 |[0.19 |0.19 |0.27 |0.19 |0.39
Uniform Delay d, 34.5 |29.4 31.5 |28.3 31.4 [34.3 |31.8 [30.7 |[353 |[21.8
Delay Factor k 0.35 |0.24 0.11 |0.15 0.11 |0.26 |(0.11 |0.11 |0.37 |0.17
Incremental Delay d, 7.9 2.0 0.4 0.8 0.6 3.3 0.7 0.4 9.1 14
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |(1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 42.4 |31.4 31.9 |29.1 31.9 |37.5 |325 |31.1 |44.4 |233
Lane Group LOS D C C C C D C C D C
Approach Delay 36.6 30.1 34.8 34.9
Approach LOS D 04 C C
Intersection Delay 34.4 Intersection LOS C
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Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMTgq(veh- mi=V*L; 0
Peak 15-min total travel time, TT,5(veh-h)= VMT, 5/ATS 0.0
Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.

2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way

Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET

General Information Site Information

Analyst GRH Highway Tehachapi Bivd

Agency or Company CTE From/To Tucker Rd to Mountain View Ave
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi

Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2008

Project Description: 2008 Existing volumes

Input Data
V Class | highway i Class Il highway
_____________ ¥ Shoulder width | Terain I Level | Roling
- [ Lane width ™ Two-way hourly volume 779 veh/h
= Directional split 601740
— | _Lane width t Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ 4 Shoulderwidth No-passing zone 0
- Show North o 70 Trucks and Buses , P 2%
Segment length. Ly mi % Recreational vehicles, P, 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-9) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Eg, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,, =1/ (1+ P{E;-1)+Pr(Ex-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate?, vy (pch)=VI (PHF * {5 * fiy\) 869
Vo * highest directional spiit proportion? (pc/h) 521
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
|Base free-flow speed, BFF S, 60.0 mi/h
Field Measured speed, Spy s Adj. for lane width and shoulder width®, f, g (Exhibit ( p p
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=8g,,+0.00776(V{ fy,) mim Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mih
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f o) 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS—0.00776vp-fnp 53.3
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, fG (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E, (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
[Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,,,,=1/ (1+ P{E-1)+Pr(Ex-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate?, v, (PE)=VI (PHF * 15 * fy,) 869
Vo * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 521
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-g0-000875v,y 534
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f , np 534
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 204 for Class I1) C
Volume to capacity ratio, vlc=Vp/ 3,200 0.27
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT, 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k950F .tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT,(veh- mi)=V*L,

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel time, TT, 5(veh-h)= VMT, 5IATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET

General Information Site Information

Analyst GRH Highway Tehachapi Bivd

Agency or Company CTE From/To Tucker Rd to Mountain View Ave

Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi

Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015

Project Description: 2015 w/o Project

Input Data
f?’ Class | highway i Class Il highway
_____________ k rﬁulecEr_wi_duT T T T T Temain I Level i Rolling
-— b Lane width t Two-way hourly volume 896 veh/h
= Directional split 60140
— Lane width ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ y Shoulderwidth | No-passing zone 0
- Show NorthArrow 70 Trucks and Buses , P 2%
Segment length. Ly m % Recreational vehicles, Py, 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
'Grade adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
IPassenger—car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.2
lPassenger—car equivalents for RVs, Eg (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f, =1/ (1+ Py(E;-1)+Pg(Eg-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate’, v, (pch)=V/ (PHF * g * fi,\) 1000
Vo * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 600
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFFSFM 60.0 mi/h
Field Measured speed, S, mifh Adj. for lane width and saoulder width?, flg (Exhibit o0 mim
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5) i
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=Sq;,+0:00776(V /) mih Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mim
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f o-fy) “Y 600 mih
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi‘h) ATS=FFS-0.00776vp-fnp 52.2
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Ep, (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,,=1/ (1+ P1(E-1)+PR(Ex-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate’, v, (pc/h)=V/ (PHF *f * f,\) 1000
vy * highest directional split proportion? (pc/h) 600
Base percent time-spent-foliowing, BPTSF(%)=100(1-"0-000879vy) 58.5
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-foliowing, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+{ dinp 58.5
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 20-4 for Class II) C
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.31
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L,(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k950F .tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

'Peakvhour vehicle-miles of travel, VMTgq(veh- mi)=V*L;

Page 2 of 2

IPeak 15-min total travel time, TT 5(veh-h)= VMT  J/ATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way

Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET

General Information Site Information

Analyst GRH Highway Tehachapi Bivd

Agency or Company CTE From/To Tucker Rd to Mountain View Ave
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi

Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015

Project Description: 2015 + Project

input Data

!7 Class | highway

™ Classti highway

_____________ ¥ Shoulderwidth 1t | Temain ¥ Level | Rolling
-— ' Lane width t Twao-way hourly volume 1179 veh/h
- Directional split 60/ 40
—— ,_Lane width ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ v Shoulderwidth 1 | No-passing zone 0
- Show North Arrow /0 Trucks and Buses , Py 2%
Segment length. L m % Recreational vehicles, Pg 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, {5 (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E. (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
FHeavy-vehicIe adjustment factor, f,,, =1/ (1+ P3(Er-1)+Pg(Eg-1) ) 0.998
Two-way flow rate!, vy (pc)=V/ (PHF * 15 *fi,) 1313
Vo * highest directional split proporlion2 (pc/h) 788
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFF S, 60.0 mi/h
Field Measured speed, Sgy el Adj. for lane width and shoulder width?, f, ¢ (Exhibit o pim
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=Sp+0.00776(V{ fyy,) mi/h Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) .00 noth
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f o-5) 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS-D.DD7?6vp-fnp 49.8
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, fg (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivatents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Ep, (Exhibit 20-1 0) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f., =1/ (1+ P{(E;-1)+P(Ex-1) ) 0.996
1 " * *
Two-way flow rate’', Vo (pe/h)=V/ (PHF * {5 * f,) 1315
vy * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 789
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-¢"0-000879v,,) 68.5
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f np 68.5
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 204 for Class If) D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.41
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT, 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k950F .tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

IPeak-hour vehicle-miles of fravel, VMTg,(veh- mi=V*L,

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel time, 7T, 5(veh-h)= VMT //ATS

0.0

Notes

1. ¥ Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. if highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tehachapi Bivd
Agency or Company CTE From/To Tucker Rd to Mountain View Ave
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035
Project Description: 2035 w/o Project
Input Data
I Classihighway [ Class Il highway
_____________ ¥ Shoulderwicdth Terrain ¥ Level r Rolling
-— Lane width #t Two-way hourly volume 1333 veh/h
- Directional split 60140
= | _Lane width ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ v Shouiderwidth __ 1t | No-passing zone 0
Show Northfurow 70 Trucks and Buses , Py 2%
SegemEnt kesigtinaly m % Recreational vehicles, P 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f; (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E1 (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
'Passenger—car equivalents for RVs, E, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ PR{(Ey-1)*Pg(Eg-1) ) 0.998
1 - * *
Two-way flow rate , v, (pch)=V/ (PHF * f5 * f,;,) 1484
v, * highest directionat split proportion? (pc/h) 890
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Esiimated Free-Flow Speed
|Base free-flow speed, BFFSg, 60.0 mi/mh
Field Measured speed, Sgy mih Adj. for lane width and shoulder width?, f, ¢ (Exhibit o o
Observed volume, V, veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=Sg+0.00776(V{ fi,) mi/ Adj. for access points, fq (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mim
Free-flow speed, FFS {FSS=BFFS-f -f,) 60.0 mimh
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mih) ATS=FFS-0.00776vp-fnp 48.5
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f; (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Ep (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,, =1/ (1+ P(Et-1)+PR(Ex-1)) 0.996
1 —" * *
Two-way flow rate ', v, (peh)=V/ (PHF * 15 *fi,\) 1487
v, * highest directional split proportion? (pc/h) 892
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-e"0-000879vyy 72.9
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f np 72.9
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS {Exhibit 20-3 for Class 1 or 20-4 for Class 1) D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.46
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT, g (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k9AED.tmp 9/2/2010
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Two-Way
Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMTgq(veh- mi)=V*L 0
Peak 15-min total travel time, TT,5(veh-h)= VMT//ATS 0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tehachapi Bivd
Agency or Company CTE From/To Tucker Rd to Mountain View Ave
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035
Project Description: 2035 + Project
Input Data
¥ Class!highway | Class Il highway
_____________ % Shoulder width 1t | Temain ¥ Levet T Roling
-— [ Lane width tt Two-way hourly volume 1616 veh/h
: Directional split 601740
= Lane width ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ w Shoulderwidth ____ _ t | No-passing zone 0
Show Norh om0 (Tucks and Buses , P+ 2%
Segment length, L, mi % Recreational vehicles, Pg 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, fg (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
|Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Eg (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f;,,=1/ (1+ PH(E;-1)+Pg(Eg-1) ) 0.998
1 = rg -
Two-way flow rate’, Vp (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * {5 * i) 1799
vp * highest directional spiit proportion? (pc/h) 1079
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Esimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFFSgy, 60.0 mi/h
|Field Measured speed, Sgy i Adj. for lane width and shoulder width®, f, ¢ (Exhibit 5 e
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=Sp+0.00776(V/ f.y,) mifh Adj. for access points, f; (Exhibit 20-6) 00 mim
Free-flow sfised, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f ¢-f,) 60.0 mim
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS~0.00?Tva-f“p 46.0
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
IPassenger—car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
I;assenger-car equivalents for RVs, Eg (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ P{(E-1)+Pp(Eg-1)) 0.996
Two-way flow rate’, v, (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * g * ) 1803
Vo * highest directional split propor‘(ion2 (pc/h) 1082
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-e"0-000878vy) 79.5
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f , np 79.5
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 20-4 for Class ) D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.56
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0

file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k9AED.tmp 9/2/2010



Two-Way

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMTgq(veh- mi=V*L,

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel fime, TT,5(veh-h)= VMT, /ATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pe/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.

Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™  version 5.3
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET

General Information Site Information

Analyst GRH Highway Tucker Road

Agency or Company CTE From/To SR 58 to Tehachapi Bivd

Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi

Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035

Project Description: 2035 + Project

Input Data

F Class | highway r Class |l highway

_____________ ¥ Shoulderwidth ______ ®t | Terain ¥ Levee T Roliing
-— " Lane width t Two-way hourly volume 2404 veh/h
= Directional split 60140
— Lane width t Pezk-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ v Shoulderwidth _ 1 | No-passing zone 0
Show NonhArrom 70 Trucks and Buses , Py 2%
Segment length. Ly m % Recreational vehicles, Py 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f; (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Eg (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fi,,,=1/ (1+ Py(E;-1)+Pr(Eg-1)) 0.998
1 . - *
Two-way flow rate’', vy (pch)=V/ (PHF * 15 * fi)) 2676
Vp * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 1606
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Esfimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFFSp, 60.0 mi/mh

Field Measured speed, Sgy mi/h Adj. for lane width and shoulder width®, f,  (Exhibit o .
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=S,+0.00776(Vy fy) mi/h Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mim
Free-flow speed, FFS {FSS=BFFS-f o-f5) 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS-0.00776vp-fnp 39.2
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E| (Exhibit 20-10} 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ P(E;-1 YPR(Eg-1)) 0.996
1 — * *
Two-way flow rate ', Vo (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * f5 * fi\) 2682
Vo * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 1609
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-¢0-000878v;) 80.5
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, f; ,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f /np 90.5
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 204 for Class lI) E
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.84
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT, ¢ (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\L.ocal\Temp\s2k156A.tmp 9/2/2010



INTERSECTION:

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS
Warrant 3 - Peak Hour Volume
Rural Area

Tehachapi Blvd/Mountain View Ave

ANALYSIS SCENARIO: 2035 with Project

TIME PERIOD: PM Peak Hour
Major Street Volume (Both Approaches): 1304
Minor Street Volume (Higher Approach): 82
WARRANT MET? YES
Figure 4C4.
WARRANT 3 - PEAK HOUR VOLUME
(Rural Areas - 70% Factor)

w500 e . .
3 |~ 2orMore Lanes'(Major) & 2:or'More’Lanes (Minor) |
. S : A : s R
> 400 \ e 1 T e :
e Ny i 2 or More Lanes (Major) & 1 Lane (Minor) or 1
& N | . T _// Lane (Major) & 2 or More Lanes (Minor) £t
O 300 g ; — . - - . '

% 200 =

I

2

€ 100 L : 7 A Sl e : = 100

£ 1 Lane (Major) & 1 Lane (Minor) | 5

< 0 : = - = ! _

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300

MINOR STREET

MAJOR STREET-TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES -
Vehicles Per Hour (VPH)

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street

approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-strest approach with one lane.

Reference: Caltrans, Califomia Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , September 26, 2006.
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HCS+: Multilane Highways Release 5.:

Phone: Fax:
F-mail:

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

Analyst: GRH
Agency/Co: CTE
Date: 9/1/2010
Analysis Period: PM Peak Hour
Highway: Tucker Road
From/To: Tehachapi Blvd-Valley Blvd
Jurisdiction: City of tehachapi
Analysis Year: 2008
Project ID: 2008 Existing volumes
FREE-FLOW SPEED
Direction 1 2

Lane width 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Lateral clearance:

Right edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft

Left edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft

Total lateral clearance 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Access points per mile 0 0
Median type
Free-flow speed: Measured Measured

FFS or BFFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Lane width adjustment, FLW 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Lateral clearance adjustment, FLC 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Median type adjustment, FM 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Access points adjustment, FA 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Free-flow speed 50.0 mph 50.0 mph

VOLUME
Direction 1 2
Volume, V 650 vph 549 vph
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Peak 15-minute volume, v15 181 153
Trucks and buses 2 % 2 %
Recreational vehicles 1 % 1 %
Terrain type Level Level
Grade 0.00 % 0.00 %

Segment length 0.00 mi 0.00 mi
Number of lanes 2 2
Driver population adjustment, fP 1.00 1.00
Trucks and buses PCE, ET 1.5 1.5
Recreational vehicles PCE, ER 1.2 1.2
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV 0.988 0.988
Flow rate, vp 365 pcphpl 308 pcphpl

RESULTS




Direction 1 2

Flow rate, vp 365 pcphpl 308 pcphpl
Free-flow speed, FFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Avg. passenger-car travel speed, S 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Level of service, LOS A A

- Density, D .8 pc/mi/ln 5.2 pc/mi/ln

Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 45 mph.



HCS+:

Phone: Fax:
E-mail:

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
Analyst: GRH
Agency/Co: CTE
Date: 9/1/2010
Analysis Period: PM Peak Hour
Highway: Tucker Road
From/To: Tehachapi Blvd-Valley Blvd
Jurisdiction: City of tehachapi

Analysis Year:
Project ID:

2015
2015 w/o Project

FREE-FLOW SPEED

Multilane Highways Release 5.3

Direction 1 2
Lane width 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Lateral clearance:
Right edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Left edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Total lateral clearance 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Access points per mile 0 0
Median type
Free-flow speed: Measured Measured
FFS or BFFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Lane width adjustment, FLW 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Lateral clearance adjustment, FLC 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Median type adjustment, FM 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Access points adjustment, FA 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Free-flow speed 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
VOLUME
Direction 1 2
Volume, V 747 vph 631 vph
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Peak 15-minute wvolume, v15 208 175
Trucks and buses 2 % 2 %
Recreational vehicles 1 % 1 %
Terrain type Level Level
Grade 0.00 % 0.00 %
Segment length 0.00 mi J3.00 mi
Number of lanes 2 2
Driver population adjustment, f£P 1.00 1.00
Trucks and buses PCE, ET 1.5 1.5
Recreational vehicles PCE, ER 1.2 1.2
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV 0.988 0.988
Flow rate, vp 419 pcrhpl 354 pcphpl

RESULTS




Direction 1 2

Flow rate, vp 419 pcphpl 354 pcphpl
Free-flow speed, FFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph

Avg. passenger-car travel speed, S 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Level of service, LOS A A

Density, D 8.4 pc/mi/ln 7.1 pc/mi/1n

Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed s less than 45 mph.



HCS+: Multilane Highways Release 5.3

Phone: Fax:
E-mail:

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
Analyst: GRH
Agency/Co: CTE
Date: 9/1/2010
Analysis Period: PM Peak Hour
Highway: Tucker Road
From/To: Tehachapi Blvd-Valley Blvd
Jurisdiction: City of tehachapi

Analysis Year:
Project ID:

2015
2015 + Project

FREE-FLOW SPEED

Direction 1 2
Lane width 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Lateral clearance:
Right edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Left edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Total lateral clearance 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Access points per mile 0 0
Median type
Free-flow speed: Measured Measured
FFS or BFFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Lane width adjustment, FLW 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Lateral clearance adjustment, FLC 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Median type adjustment, FM 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Access points adjustment, FA 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Free-flow speed 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
VOLUME
Direction 1 2
Volume, V 932 vph 785 vph
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 C.90
Peak 15-minute volume, v15 259 z18
Trucks and buses 2 % z %
Recreational vehicles 1 % 1 %
Terrain type Level Level
Grade 0.00 % @¢.00 %
Segment length 0.00 mi 0.00 mi
Number of lanes 2 z2
Driver population adjustment, fP 1.00 1.00
Trucks and buses PCE, ET 1.5 1.5
Recreational vehicles PCE, ER 1.2 1.2
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV 0.988 0.988
Flow rate, vp 523 pcphpl £41 pcphpl

RESULTS




Direction 1 2

Flow rate, vp 523 pcphpl 441 pcphpl
Free-flow speed, FFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph

Avg. passenger-car travel speed, S 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Level of service, LOS A A

Density, D 10.5 pc/mi/ln 8.8 pc/mi/1n

Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 45 mph.



HCS+:

Phone: Fax:
E-mail:

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
Analyst: GRH
Agency/Co: CTE
Date: 9/1/2010

Analysis Period:

Highway:
From/To:
Jurisdiction:
Analysis Year:
Project ID:

PM Peak Hour

Tucker Road

Tehachapi Blvd-Valley Blvd
City of tehachapi

2035

2035 w/o Project

Multilane Highways Release 5.3

FREE-FLOW SPEED

Direction 1 2
Lane width 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Lateral clearance:
Right edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Left edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Total lateral clearance 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Access points per mile 0 0
Median type
Free-flow speed: Measured Measured
FFS or BFFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Lane width adjustment, FLW 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Lateral clearance adjustment, FLC 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Median type adjustment, FM 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Access points adjustment, FA 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Free-flow speed 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
VOLUME
Direction 1 2
Volume, V 1111 vph 939 vph
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Peak 15-minute volume, wv15 309 251
Trucks and buses 2 % 2 %
Recreational vehicles 1 % 1 2
Terrain type Level Level
Grade 0.00 % 0.00 3
Segment length 0.00 mi 0.00 mi
Number of lanes 2 2
Driver population adjustment, fP 1.00 1.00
Trucks and buses PCE, ET 1.5 1.5
Recreational vehicles PCE, ER 1.2 1.2
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV 0.988 0.988
Flow rate, vp 624 pcphpl 527 pcphpl

RESULTS




Direction 1
Flow rate, vp 624
Free~flow speed, FFS 50.0
Avg. passenger—-car travel speed, S 50.0
Level of service, LOS B
Density, D 12.5

Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is

2
pcphpl 527

mph 52.0
mph 590.0
A

pc/mi/ln 1D.5

pcphpl
mph
mph

pc/mi/1n

less than 45 mph.



HCS+: Multilane Highways Release 5.3

Phone: Fax:
E-mail:

OPERATIONAL ANALYSTS
Analyst: GRH
Agency/Co: CTE
Date: 9/1/2010
Analysis Period: PM Peak Hour
Highway: Tucker Road
From/To: Tehachapi Blvd-Valley Blvd
Jurisdiction: City of tehachapi

Analysis Year:
Project ID:

2035
2035 + Project

FREE-FLOW SPEED

Direction 1 2
Lane width 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Lateral clearance:
Right edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Left edge 6.0 ft 6.0 ft
Total lateral clearance 12.0 ft 12.0 ft
Access points per mile 0 0
Median type
Free-flow speed: Measured Measured
FFS or BFFS 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
Lane width adjustment, FLW 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Lateral clearance adjustment, FLC 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Median type adjustment, M 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Access points adjustment, FA 0.0 mph 0.0 mph
Free-flow speed 50.0 mph 50.0 mph
VOLUME
Direction 1 2
Volume, V 1296 vph 1093 vph
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Peak 15-minute wvolume, v15 360 304
Trucks and buses 2 % 2 %
Recreational wvehicles 1 % 1 %
Terrain type Level Level
Grade 0.00 % 0.00 %
Segment length 0.00 mi 0.00 mi
Number of lanes 2 2
Driver population adjustment, fP 1.00 1.00
Trucks and buses PCE, ET 1.5 1.5
Recreational vehicles PCE, ER 1.2 1.2
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV 0.988 0.988
Flow rate, vp 728 pcphpl 614 pcphpl

RESULTS




Direction 1
Flow rate, vp 728
Free-flow speed, FFS 50.
Avg. passenger-car travel speed, S 50.
Level of service, LOS B
Density, D 14.

Overall results are not computed when

2
pcphpl 614
0 mph 50.0
0] mph 50.0
B
6 pc/mi/ln 12.3

pcphpl
mph
mph

pc/mi/1n

free-flow speed is less than 45 mph.



Two-Way Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tucker Road
Agency or Company CTE From/To SR 58 to Tehachapi Bivd
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2008
Project Description: 2008 Existing volumes
Input Data
¥ Class| highway I classi highway
_____________ ] :_S-Bo_ala;r‘_'-«iatﬁ- T T TR Terrain !7 Level r Rolling
-— b Lane width tt Two-way hourly volume 1072 veh/h
. Directional split 60140
— | Lane width tt Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ + Shoulderwidth 1t | No-passing zone 0
Show North arrow 70 Trucks and Buses , P 2%
Segment length. Ly mi % Recreational vehicles, Pg 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ PH{(Er-1)+Pg(Ex-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate’, vy (pc/)=V/ (PHF * fg * ) 1196
v, * highest directional split proportion? (pc/h) 718
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFFSg,, 60.0 mi/h
Field Measured speed, Sgyy mi/ Adj. for lane width and shoulder width?, f, ¢ (Exhibit o oom
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=S,,+0.00776(V{ f.,,) mi/h Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mi/h
Free-fiow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f o-f,) 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS—0.00776vp-fnp 50.7
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,,=1/ (1+ Pp(E-1)+Pg(Eg-1)) 0.996
1 - * *
Two-way flow rate’, Vo (pch)=V/ (PHF * {5 * f\) 1196
Vo * highest directiona! split proporti'on2 (pc/h) 718
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-e"0-000879vy) 65.1
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f , /np 65.1
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 20-4 for Class ) D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.37
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT, 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0

file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k201E.tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT g, (veh- mi)=V*L,

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel time, TT,5(veh-h)= VMT §/ATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.

Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tucker Road
Agency or Company CTE From/To SR 58 to Tehachapi Bivd
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015
Project Description: 2015 w/o Project
Input Data
= Class | highway I~ Class Il highway
_____________ ¥ Shoulderwidth 1t | Terain ¥ Level 1 Roling
-— P Lane width ™ Two-way hourly volume 1237 veh/h
= Directional split 60/40
—— p Lane width tt Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ s Shoulderwidth 1 | No-passing zone 0
Show NorthArrow 2 11ucks and Buses , Py 2%
SRS iengiinl, i % Recreational vehicles, P 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E,, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,, =1/ (1+ P1(E-1)+Pg(Ex-1) ) 0.998
1 _ s o
Two-way flow rate’', v, (pch)=V/ (PHF * fg * fi) 1377
v, * highest directional split proportion? (pc/h) 826
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFFSg, 60.0 mih
Field Measured speed, Sgy mig Adj. for lane width and shoulder width®, f, (Exhibit o o i
Observed volume, V, veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=SFM+0.00776(V’J fHV) mi/h Adj. for access points, fA (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mih
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLS— A) 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS-0.00776vp-fnp 49.3
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade Adjustment factor, f; (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
1Passenger—car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E; (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,, =1/ (1+ P{(E1-1)+Pg(Ex-1) ) 0.996
Two-way flow rate®, vy (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * 15 * ) 1380
vp * highest directional split proportion2 (pe/h) 828
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-g"0-000879v,,) 70.3
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f dinp 70.3
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 204 for Class II) D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.43
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k201E.tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMTgq(veh- mi)=V*L,

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel time, TT5(veh-h)= VMT,c/ATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.

Copyright © 2007 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tucker Road
Agency or Company CTE From/To SR 58 to Tehachapi Bivd
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2015
Project Description: 20715 + Project
Input Data
I“" Class |highway |  Class Il highway
_____________ ¥ Shoulderwidth _____ tt | Terrain ¥ Level [ Rolling
-— Lane width tt Two-way hourly volume 1804 veh/h
= Directional split 60/ 40
= Lane width ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ w+ Shoulderwidth __ _ ft | No-passing zone 0
. Show North Arrow %0 Trucks and Buses , P 2%
Segmert length, Ly _________ mi % Recreational vehicles, Pg 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, Ey, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ Pr(Et-1)+Pg(Ex-1)) 0.998
1 — * *
‘Two-way fiow rate +Vp (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * 5 * fi,\) 2008
Vo * highest directional split proportion2 (pc/h) 1205

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement

Estimated Free-Flow Speed

|Base free-flow speed, BFFSFM 60.0 mi/mh

Field Measured speed, Sgy o Adj. for lane width and shoulder width, f, g (Exhibit (.
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)

Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=S,,+0.00776(V{ f,,\,) mimh Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mi/h

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f, o-f,) 60.0 mi/h

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0

Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS-0.00776vp-fnp 44.4

Percent Time-Spent-Following

Grade Adjustment factor, f (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,,=1/ (1+ P3(E;-1)+Pg(Ep-1)) 0.996

1 " *x *

Two-way flow rate’, Vo (pch)=VI (PHF * {5 * fi)) 2012

v, * highest directional split proportion? (pc/h) 1207

Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF(%)=100(1-g"0-000875vp) 82.9

Adi. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f 4 /np 82.9

Level of Service and Other Performance Measures

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 204 for Class lI) E

Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.63

Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT ; 5 (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k201E.tmp 9/1/2010



Two-Way

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT g, (veh- mi)=V*Ly

Page 2 of 2

Peak 15-min total travel time, TT, 5(veh-h)= VMT, §/ATS

0.0

Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.
2. If highest directionat split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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Two-Way Page 1 of 2
TWO-WAY TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst GRH Highway Tucker Road
Agency or Company CTE From/To SR 58 to Tehachapi Blvd
Date Performed 9/1/2010 Jurisdiction City of Tehachapi
Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour Analysis Year 2035
Project Description: 2035 w/o Project
Input Data
|’~7 Class | highway I Class1l highway
_____________ 1 :_S';TwT.uIEér—wi?ir_h_ T T T Terrain I Level r Rolling
e b Lane width ft Two-way hourly volume 1838 veh/h
- Directional split 601740
—— Lane width _t Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90
_____________ v Shoulderwidth _ 1t | No-passing zone 0
- Show Honh Arrow %0 Trucks and Buses , Pt 2%
Segment length, Ly _________ mi % Recreational vehicles, P 1%
Access points/ mi 0
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, f5 (Exhibit 20-7) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E (Exhibit 20-9) 1.1
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E, (Exhibit 20-9) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f =1/ (1+ P3(E4-1)+PR(Ex-1) ) 0.998
Two-way flow rate', v, (pc/h)=V/ (PHF * fg * ) 2046
v, * highest directional spiit proportion? (pc/h) 1228
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed
Base free-flow speed, BFF S, , 60.0 mi/h
Field Measured speed, Sgy i Adj. for lane width and shoulder width®, f, ¢ (Exhibit o .
Observed volume, V; veh/h 20-5)
Free-flow speed, FFS FFS=Sp+0.00776(V{ fiy,) mi/h Adj. for access points, f, (Exhibit 20-6) 0.0 mi/mh
Free-fiow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-f o5} 60.0 mi/h
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp ( mi/h) (Exhibit 20-11) 0.0
Average travel speed, ATS ( mi/h) ATS=FFS-EJ.(}I[J?’T"(i\rr_‘-f!.}p 44.1
Percent Tim&Spenf-Foﬂowlng
Grade Adjustment factor, f; (Exhibit 20-8) 1.00
Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, E; (Exhibit 20-10) 1.2
Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, E, (Exhibit 20-10) 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, f,, =1/ (1+ Po(Eq-1)+Pg(Ex-1) ) 0.996
1 B s o+
Two-way flow rate’, Vg (pc)=V/ (PHF * {5 * i) 2050
Vo * highest directional split proportion2 (pe/h) 1230
Base percent time-spent-foliowing, BPTSF(%)=100(1-¢"0-000879vy) 83.5
Adj. for directional distribution and no-passing zone, fd,hp(%)(Exh. 20-12) 0.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF(%)=BPTSF+f np 83.5
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures
|Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 20-3 for Class | or 20-4 for Class l) E
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c=Vp/ 3,200 0.64
Peak 15-min veh-miles of travel, VMT ¢ (veh- mi)= 0.25L(V/PHF) 0
file://C:\Users\Gary\AppData\Local\Temp\s2k156 A tmp 9/2/2010



Two-Way Page 2 of 2

Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT g, (veh- mi)=V*L, 0
Peak 15-min total travel time, TT,5(veh-h)= VMT,;/ATS 0.0
Notes

1. If Vp >= 3,200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.

2. If highest directional split Vp>= 1,700 pc/h, terminated anlysis-the LOS is F.
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SUMMARY

In February, 1990, aﬁ archaeological field evaluation of a
large area known as the Loop Ranch was conducted near the
city of Tehachapi, in Kern County, California. This area,
consisting of 1600 acres of land, is being proposed for
several usés, including residential properties, commercial
areas, a business park, golf course, the expansion of
Tehachapi's sewage treatment facility, open space and
agricultural areas. The purpose of this study was to
evaluate the impact of development on cultural resources
that may be present within the project area and to develop

guidelines to minimize impacts to such resources.

As a result of this study, 10 new archaeological sites were
located and recorded, and two previously recorded sites

were revisited. These sites consist primarily of milling

features and quarry/workshop areas. Most of these sites do

not appear to contain buried cultural deposits, and few

formal artifacts were found. While most of these sites do

not appear to be significant resources, four contain more

substantial remains, and will require mitigation to reduce

and/or prevent impacts. And, since it 1is possible for any

site to be impacted by development, recommendations are

outlined which are designed to minimize and prevent damage

to these sites. Once appropriate preservation measures and

guidelines are established for the resources present within



the Loop Ranch project area archaeological clearance can be

given.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Loop Ranch is located north of the city of Tehachapi,
along and to the east of Tehachapi Creek. Highway 58
borders most of the western edge of this area, while the
western slopes of the Piute Mountains border the east (see
map). Specifically, the Loop Ranch is located in portions
of the E 1/2 of Section 7, all but the NE 1/4 of the SE 1/4
of Section 8, all but a portion of the SE 1/4 of Section
17, and a portion of the E 1/2 of Section 18, Township 3285,
Range 33E., M.D.B.&M. as depicted on the Tehachapi North,

California, 7.5' U.S.G.S. Topographic Quadrangle.

This 1600 acre parcel is situated in the southwest corner
of the Piute Mountains and the north edge of Tehachapi
Valley. The geology of the area is made up of a variety of
rock units, including areas of granitic exposure, volcanic
outcrops of rhyolite and basalt, outcrops of metamorphic
limestones (marble), and large areas of alluvial deposits.
Several outcrops of chert and chalcedony also occur here. A
number of small, seasonal drainages «cross the property,
with a larger drainage in the northern portion of section

8. Most of the sites were along this drainage. Tehachapi



Creek flows to the west of the property boundaries. The
most prominent feature is Chapi Hill. At 4279' above sea
level, it provides a. view of most of the study area. The
elevation ranges 3640' in the northwestern corner of the

property, to Chapi Hill. Vegetation communities also vary,

with areas near drainages containing oaks, pine, juniper,
willow, and some berry bushes, with drier areas containing

rabbit brush and grasses. A grass mat covers much of the

western and southern areas.

Several previous impacts have ocurred within the study
area. These include, Highway 58, which cuts through parts

of sections 17 and 18, the Southern Pacific Railroad in the

SE 1/4 of section 18, a small mine area, a number of dirt

roads, fences and a water well and tank. The soil for the

region varies from a light sandy material to a medium brown

loam. Scattered cobbles, an occasional boulder, and rock

outcrops, are found almost everywhere.

There are a number of resouces available here that would

have useful for Native American populations. The seeds from

juniper bushes, pine and oak trees all provide useful

foodstuffs. Perhaps more important here, are the outcrops

of chert and chalcedony. In addition to the largest quarry

site (Ker 2189), there are other smaller exposures, and
occasional cobbles of usable material found in the many of

the drainages and flatter areas, particularly in sections 8



and 7. It appears the strata containing these materials
runs through much of the area, with exposure of #his strata
varying greatly froQ area to area. ’The quality of these
materials varies from poor to good. Section 8 also contains
a number of the granitic outcrops. Most of section 17
consisted of limestone/marble debris scattered on the open,

grass covered slopes and flat areas around Chapi Hill.

LITERATURE AND RECORDS SEARCH

Prior to the survey, a records search was conducted at the
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center. According
to these records, a small portion of the west side of the
study area was included in an earlier survey (Schiffman
1979). This study located several sites, none of which were
within the present study area. One of these site (Ker 1044)
is located opposite the railroad tracks in section 18. A
second study (Wirth 1987) surveyed a transmission 1line
corridor through section 8, resulting in the discovery and
recording of Ker 2189, a 1large quarry site. No additional
studies are known to have taken place within or adjacent to
the study area. The record files did indicate that another
archaeological site, Ker 2553, has been recorded in the SE
1/4 of section 18. This site contains several milling loci
within its boundaries, 1lithic debris, ground stone tools,

human remains, and a buried midden deposit. This large site



has been sugested as the possible location of the historic
Indian village of Tehachapi. According to the information
center, conflicting. reports have identified remains as
being Indian, or the remains of Chinese railroad workers. A
discussion of sites CA-Ker 2189 and 2553, along with the 10
newly found archaeological sites is found later in this

report. No other sites are known within or adjacent to the

study area boundary.

FIELD METHODOLOGY

The on-site field investigation was conducted by walking

over the area in a systematic manner. The survey strategy

combined walking linear transects, along with the specific

examination of topographic features, such as drainages,

hills, and outcrops. Since most of the study area consisted

of large open areas covered by a grass mat, transects were

spaced approximately 50-60 meters apart. No obstacles to

the survey were encountered. When archaeological sites were

found, the areas were examined for surface features and

artifacts. To assist in establishing if a buried cultural

deposit was present, particularly by the milling sites,

small holes were dug with a trowel. Bedrock milling

features, such as mortars and metates, were measured and

site size was determined by pacing. For Ker 2189, recorded

in 1987, the site was re-examined. It was observed that the



quarry and lithic materials covered a larger area than was
originally recorded. No new work was done at Ker 2553 due
to the current sité record for this site. No surface
artifacts were collected by this study. Based on site
observations, recommendations have been developed which
will minimize impacts to these resources that may occur as
a result of any development that ﬂill.mEShE take place.
Upon completion of this study, a copy of this report and

the site records will be submitted to the information

center for their files.

RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATION

In February, 1990, the field survey of the Loop Ranch was
completed. As a result of the field work, 10 archaeological
sites were discovered, and 2 previously recorded sites were
revisited. For the 10 new sites, four are small milling
areas, containing 2, 3, 7, and 8 milling features, which
included both bedrock mortars and bedrock metates. Three of
the sites are moderate milling areas with 13, 15, and 18
milling features. There was one quarry area with a moderate
to heavy lithic scatter associated with it, a sparse lithic
scatter, and a rock ring with asociated lithic debris. The
two sites revisited consisted of a large village site, and
a very large quarry area. Examined individually, these

sites are identified as Loop Ranch 1-10, Ker 2553, and Ker



2189. Ten of these sites are located in Section 8, 1 in
Section 7, and 1 in Section 18. Also, all of the milling

sites are in Section 8 with the exception of Ker 2553.

Refer to site location map.

Loop Ranch 1: This site is a small, sparse lithic scatter
of chert and chalcedony flakes. Examination with a trowel
indicated that there was no midden deposit or significant
cultural remains. All of the flakes were moderate to small

waste flakes., No formal artifacts were observed. No

additional field work is required here.

Loop Ranch 2: This site is a small, milling area consisting

of 4 bedrock mortars on three different rocks. Subsurface

checking with a trowel indicates that no buried cultural

deposit is located here. This site is just south of Loop

Ranch 1, and may be associated with it. There were no

flakes or hand tools observed. No additional field work is

required here.

Loop Ranch 3: This site, located adjacent to a dry creek

bed, 1is also a small milling location containing just 8

bedrock mortars on a single granitic boulder. Several of

the mortars are relatively deep. There are also 7 cupules

on a second boulder. One flake of basalt and a flake of

chalcedony were found. Examination with a trowel suggests

that there is no buried cultural deposit here. No additinal



field work is required here.

Loop Ranch 4: Considéred a moderate sized milling location,
this area contains 15 milling features, and 22 cupules on 7
granitic boulders. This site is situated downstream from
site 3. No flakes, hand tools or buried cultural deposit

were identified. No additional field work is required here.

Loop Ranch 5: This site, located across the creek from site
4, is another moderate milling site containing 18 bedrock
milling features on four granitic rocks. One cobble pestle
and two chalcedony waste flakes were also found here. An
examination Q? trowel indicated no buried cultural deposit.

No additional field work is required here.

Loop Ranch 6: Located downstream, and on the same side of
the creek as site 4, this is another moderate milling site
containing 13 milling features on 8 small granitic
boulders. A cobble pestle was found adjacent to one of the
boulders. No flakes or other cultural remains were located.
Examination by trowel indicated no buried cultural deposit.

No additional field work is required at this site.

Loop Ranch 7: This is a small, ephemeral milling site
consisting of 5 milling features on a single boulder. Both
mortars are shallow. There were no flakes or other cultural

reamins. Examination by trowel indicates that there is no



buried cultural deposit here. No additional field worl is
»

required here.

Loop Ranch 8: Another ephemeral milling location containing
4 features on 2 adjacnet rocks. Both mortars were very
shallow, a the two bedrock metates were small. A single
chalcedony waste flake was found here. No buried cultural

deposit was found at this site overlooking the same

drainage as the previous sites. No additional field work is

required here.

Loop Ranch 9: Overlooking the same drainage as sites 3-8,

this site 1is a moderate to dense 1lithic scatter with

naturally occuring cobbles of chert and chalcedony quarry
material. While the ground was very compact and with no

obvious presence of a buried cultural deposit, it is

possible that a very shallow midden may be present. If any

buried remains are present they are probably limited to a

few centimeters. Quarry usage appears to have been limited

to using materials that are continuing to erode out of the

knoll comprising this site. Flaked debris extends in all

directions from the knoll top, with most of this spread

probably due to natural erosional processes. A number of

the 1lithic items were examined, but no formal artifacts

were found. It is possible that a more detailed inspection

of this site may identify formal artifacts, flaking tools

and a shallow buried deposit. It 1is recommended that



additional work be performed here to determine the extent
of any buried deposit and to identify any significant

remains that may be present. See recommendations section

for specific suggestions.

Loop Ranch 10: The last new site found during this study
consists of a small rock ring, approximately 4 meters in
diameter and an associated scatter of flakes and core
material. Located at the confluence of two runoff channels,
the rock ring is just above the stream bed, while virtually
all of the flaked debris is mixed with the sand and cobbles
of the stream bed. No formal artifacts were found here,
although stream action could have easily buried or carried
off these materials. Of interest here, is the relative
isolation of this feature, which suggests that it may have
had some significance or importance to early inhabitants.
Therefore, additional field work is required here to
determine if the site has a buried cultural deposit or a

significant cultural component.

CA-Ker 2189: This is a very large quarry and workshop site.
Located in the middle of Section 8, and encompassing an
area over 40 acres in size, this site has the potential of
containing significant cultural remains. There are several
outcrops of cryptocrystalline materials and associated,
dense flake scatters. These materials occur here naturally

and appear as stratified outcrops, single boulders, and



numerous cobbles of chert and chalcedony. Artifacts present
include waste and worked flakes, cores, and hammerstones. A
small rock cairn ié also present. This site was first
recorded in 1987. However, during the present study, it
became apparent that the site was larger than originally
reported. Like the original study, no diagnostic flaked
stone artifacts were found. It is not known if a buried
deposit exists among the outcrops or scatters. Because of

the extent of this site, and the need +to establish if the

site contains significant cultural remains, additional

field work is required here.

CA-Ker 2553: This site is a large village, consisting of
several associated 1loci. Four 1loci have been identified,
and consist of milling, lithic and burial remains. As part
of this record, over 20 milling features were reported. A

total of 101 bedrock mortars and bedrock metates, along

with at 1least 18 cupules were recorded. The artifact

assemblage included projectile points, hand tools, bowl

fragments, lithic debris, and buried human remains, and an

historic component containing tin cans and bottle glass. Of

potential significance is that this site has been suggested

to be the historic 1Indian village site named Tehachapi.

Unfortunately, all of the artifacts discussed in the site

record identify early period projectile points and do not

discuss proto-historic or historic Indian remains, such as

pottery and late style projectile points. Because of the



size of this site, the presence of a midden deposit, and
human remains, and the possibility that this is the village
of Tehachapi, additiﬁnal field work is required, as are
specific protective measures designed to minimize or

prevent impacts.

To summarize the 12 archaeological sites located within the
boundaries of the porposed Loop Ranch development, there
were 8 sites which contained milling features. Seven of
these appear to be single activity sites containing milling
features, but no (or almost no) 1lithic remains. This
includes sites Loop Ranch 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Two of
these seven sites also contain cupules, which may have
involved additional cultural behaviors. None of these sites
appear to contain a midden deposit and will not require any
additional field work. The eighth site containing milling
features is CA-Ker 2553, Described as a large village, and
containing surface handtools, chipped stone artifacts and
associated debris, and burials, this site does appear to be
significant and will require additional field work. There
were two quarry/ workshop areas (sites Loop Ranch 9, and
CA-Ker 2189). Both sites provided source materials for the
manufacture of chipped stone tools, with CA-Ker 2189 being
a very large quarry site. Neither site contained diagnostic
flaked artifacts. Both of these sites will require

additional field work. The remaining two sites consist of a



sparse lithic scatter (Loop Ranch 1) and a rock ring

feature adjacent to a 1lithic scatter(Loop Ranch 10). A

minimal amount of testing is required at site 10.

SIGNIFICANCE AND EVALUATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES

Of particular concern is the significance of any of these
sites. The Archaeological Preservation Act, Chapter 1623 of

1982 (State of California), established guidelines for

determining whether a site is wunique or significant, and

mandates requirements to deal with cultural resources that

are deemed significant. The primary criteria are whether

the resource: 1) can answer important scientific or

archaeological questions, 2) is the oldest or best example

of its kind, and 3) 1is it associated with an important

person, event, or place in history or prehistory.

It is expected that in an area such as the Loop Ranch,

which contains many important natural resource materials

suitable for aboriginal use, that a wide variety of sites,

representing a diversity of cultural activities, are likely

to be found. The question to be asked is whether or not any

of these resources are significant cultural remains. For

the seven mlling sites containing few or no artifactual

remains, it is the opinion of this study that beyond the

recording of these sites, no additional work is necessary.



Milling sites are extremely common throughout the region.
Provided the features are not removed or disturbed, there
is a low probabilitf that any impacts will occur to them.
If future research questions are developed regarding these

milling sites, they can still be studied.

This is not the case with the quarry and workshop sites
(sites LR 9 and CA-Ker 2189), the rock ring/ lithic scatter
(LR 10), and the large village (CA-Ker 2553). All of these
sites contain remains that can easily be impacted, with
significant remains destroyed. For that reason, according
to the Archaeological Preservation Act, it is important to
establish significance prior to development in the area of

each archaeological site. Therefore, additional work is

required at these five sites.

IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

It 1is generally accepted that regardless of how small a
site may be, or how insignificant the remains may appear,
all sites can be impacted by development. While concern
here is for the larger sites containing greater numbers of
features and surface artifacts, consideration must also be
given to those small, ephemeral milling sites present
within the study area boundary. Potential impacts to all of

the 12 sites presently identified can occur as a result of



roads, homes, recreational activities, farming, commercial
activities and by deliberate vandalism, such as digging for
artifacts or relocating milling features to front yards,
near buildings and so forth. As a result of the potential
impacts that could occur at any of these 12 sites, specific

measures must be taken in order to protect all of these

resources from needless destruction.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the present level of investigation, four of the 12

archaeological sites identified require additional field

work. The purpose of this work will be to establish site

significance, and to develop guidelines designed to reduce

or eliminate impacts to cultural resources. First. specific

recommendations for additional field work are given,

followed by recommendations designed to prevent and/or

minimize impacts to all of the sites present within the

Loop Ranch project areas.

Recommendations for additional archaeological work are

centered primarily around surface collections and the

excavation of sample test units. Specific objectives

include establishing the nature and extent of artifactual

and cultural remains present at these sites, along with

providing information on site depth and age. Results from



this effort will provide the basis for determining site

significance and in establishing additional measures to

protect these sites.

The following recommendations are generalizations of the
kinds of additional work to be performed. A specific field
plan for each of the potentially significant sites should
be developed specifying such conditions as the strategy and
percent of surface collections, testing methodololgy,
research questions to be addressed in the analysis, and the
scope of the final report. .Fieldwork should be developed
and based on the degree of potential impacts, the extent to
which sites can be avoided and protected, and consultation
with the local Native American community, along with any
other appropriate considerations. While any development in
the area has the potential of causing direct and indirect
impacts, these impacts may be reduced by modifying the

development planned for each area of the Loop Ranch.

Loop Ranch 9, quarry and lithic scatter:
1. Partial, systematic surface collection.
2. Excavation of at least two small test units. The
placement of these units will be based on the results

of the surface collection.



Loop Ranch 10, rock ring feature and lithic scatter:
1. Partial, systematic surface collection.
2. Excavation of 2 test units, one within and one
outside of rock ring feature.

3. Preparation of a more detailed drawing of the rock

ring feature.

CA-Ker 2189, large quarry/ workshop area:
l. Determination of actual extent and boundaries of
site, and prepare a new site map.
2. Partial, systematic surface collection.
3. Excavation of several test units, with location of

units determined by the results of the surface

collection.

CA-Ker 2553, large village site:

1. Partial, systematic surface collection, with each

site loci collected.

2. Excavation of test units for each loci.

Upon completion of the additional field work, a report

detailing this work and the results will be prepared. In

this report specific guidelines will be developed to help

protect the archaelogical sites present.

In addition to the recommendations for additional field

work, the following are suggestions designed to reduce or



eliminate impacts to any of the 12 sites.

1. All remains should be left 1in situ, and not removed
to other locations. This is in particular reference to the
bedrock milling features which are often moved to the front
yards of homes and businesses. This condition should be

stipulated in any lands deeded to other persons.

2. Human remains buried on the property, whether Indian
or Chinese, should not be disturbed or relocated without

consent from the appropriate authorities or individuals.

3. Consultation with representatives from the local
Native American community should take place prior to any
test excavation or development on the property to insure
that important cultural and religious concerns of the

Indian community are considered.

4. While an on-site field survey allows researchers to
draw conclusions about site presence or absence, there is
always the possibility that other sites and buried remains
could be found during development of the Loop Ranch. It is
possible that erosional and depositional processes, and
vegetation, may have obscurred such resources. Therefore,
should any additional site materials be found, work in the

area of discovery should be stopped until the finds can be



evaluated, and if necessary, mitigated prior +to the

resumption of construction.

5. Specifically, if any additional archaeological sites

are found during the additional field work or development,

appropriate actions, including surface collections, and

testing, be considered.

6. Procedures should be developed to minimize impacts to

cultural resources, so that once the initial development

has been completed, resources present will continue to be

considered and protected.

CONCLUSION

Based on the archaeological investigation for the proposed

Loop Ranch development north of Tehachapi, 12 prehistoric

archaeological sites were located and identified. Seven of

the =sites are milling areas where seed foodstuffs were

ground, and one was a sparse lithic scatter. None of these

sites are considered significant and will not require any

additional field work. Four of the sites, however, have the

potential to yield significant cultural information and

remains, and will require additional field work. Based on

the results of this work, these sites will be evaluated as

to significance, a report will be prepared and additional



recommendations will be developed. These recommendations
and those already developed will operate to minimize and/or
prevent impacts to cultural resources. Once field testing
has been completed, and protection and mitigation measures
are established, archaeological clearance can be given and

development of the Loop Ranch can take place.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This biological constraints report has been prepared for a 158.3-acre parcel of Loop Ranch proposed for
annexation by the City of Tehachapi. The site lies south of Highway 58 and is divided to the east and west by
Tucker Road. Tehachapi Creek runs along the southwestern portion of the parcel along with the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe Railway (Exhibit 1). Annexation would include rezoning the parcel into three categories: M-1,
industrial; C-3, general commercial; and O-S, open space (Exhibit 1). Of the total acreage, 34.9 acres would be
zoned industrial, 79.2 would be zoned general commercial, and 39.7 would be zoned open space.

This report includes: (1) methods used to collect information on sensitive biological resources; (2) a description of
the existing conditions; (3) a summary of potential biological constraints; (4) avoidance and minimization
measures (AMMSs); and (5) conclusions regarding potential project impacts on sensitive habitats and special-status

species.

2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Background Research/Literature Review

Before conducting fieldwork, a list of special-status species and sensitive habitats with the potential to occur on
the project site was compiled, using the following resources:

» The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) contains records of reported special-status species and
sensitive natural communities in California (CNDDB 2011). The database was searched for information on
sensitive biological resources that have been documented within 5 miles of the project site.

» The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Web page (USFWS 2011) was utilized for
a search of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5° quadrangle maps that encompass the project site: Tehachapi
South and Tehachapi North. This yielded a list of federal candidate, threatened, and endangered species
known to occur in the vicinity of the project site, as well as designated critical habitat for species listed as
threatened and endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

» The California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California was
searched in the quadrangles encompassing the project site as well as the adjacent quadrangles. This yielded a
list of special-status plants reported in the vicinity of the project site.

2.2 Field Surveys

A reconnaissance-level field survey was conducted by Kimberly Fiehler, an AECOM biologist, on November 10,
2011 to assess the potential for special-status species and sensitive habitats to occur on the project site.

Loop Ranch Annexation Administrative Draft Biological Resources Constraints Report
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3 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 Land Cover Types in the Project Area

Land cover types on the project site include ruderal, annual grassland, oak savannah, linear aquatic features, and
riparian habitat (Appendix A). The site is currently undeveloped. Portions of the site along the existing roadways
of Highway 58 and Tucker Road are heavily and regularly disturbed by vehicles pulling off and parking along the
roadway. From Highway 58, west of Tucker Road the project site slopes down to Tehachapi Creek which borders
the property to the south. The creek is surrounded by riparian habitat dominated by Fremont cottonwoods. East of
Tucker Road the project site slopes down to a cemetery and water treatment plant adjacent to the eastern boundary
of the project site.

Ruderal land, which is associated with developed and disturbed areas, is dominated by common weedy species.
This land cover type is found along the existing roadways including Highway 58 and Tucker Road. Soils in these
areas are highly compacted. Ruderal land is also present in patchy distribution east of Tucker Road and south of
West J Street, where dirt roadways and evidence of off-road vehicle use was observed during the field survey.

Annual grassland is dominated by non-native annual grasses and weedy forbs. Annual grassland in found among
the oak savannah on the project site that is west of Tucker Road. It is also surrounding the ruderal land east of
Tucker Road.

Oak savannah is restricted to the south facing slope west of Tucker Road and in close proximity to the riparian
area along Tehachapi Creek. It is dominated by widely scattered blue oak trees.

Linear aquatic features in the project site include intermittent drainages and a perennial stream. Two intermittent
drainages can be found along the roadside of Highway 58, east of Tucker Road and adjacent to the water
treatment facility. These drainages are small and occur at culvert locations under Highway 58. They are
characterized by sparse wetland vegetation. Tehachapi Creek is a perennial stream which runs along the southwest
portion of the project site.

Riparian vegetation is found in the narrow swath along Tehachapi Creek. Species composition is typical of
Fremont cottonwood forest (Sawyer ct al. 2009).

3.2 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats include sensitive natural plant communities and habitats regulated by DFG, USFWS, USACE,
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Under Section 404 and 4010of the Clean Water Act,
wetlands and other waters of the United States are subject to the jurisdiction of USACE and RWQCB. Most
aquatic habitats receive protection under California statutes including Section 1602 of the California Fish and
Game Code and the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Sensitive habitats on the project site include the linear aquatic feature and riparian habitat described above.

Loop Ranch Annexation Administrative Draft Biological Resources Constraints Report
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3.3 Special-Status Species

Special-status species include plants and animals in the following categories:

» Species that are listed under the ESA and/or California Endangered Species Act (CESA) as rare, threatened,
or endangered;

» Species considered as candidates and proposed for state or federal listing as threatened or endangered;

» Wildlife designated by the DFG as species of special concern; and

» Plants ranked by CNPS and DFG as rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.

3.3.1 Special-Status Plants

A total of eight special-status plant species have been reported to the CNDDB within 5 miles of the project site
(Exhibit 2), or have been recorded by CNPS within USGS quadrangles encompassing and adjacent to the project
site (Table 1). No special-status plants were observed during the field visit in the project area. However, the field
visit was conducted outside of the blooming period for special-status plants known to occur in the project vicinity.
Two of the eight special-status plants have a low potential to occur in the annual grassland habitat present on the
project site west of Tucker Road. Round-leaved filaree and pale-yellow layia have no federal or state ranking but
are listed by CNPS as rare or endangered in California and elsewhere with over 80% of occurrences threatened.
The project site is generally considered unsuitable for the other reported special-status species due to lack of
appropriate habitat.

3.3.2 Special-status Wildlife

A total of six special-status wildlife species have been reported to the CNDDB within 5 miles of the project
alignment (Exhibit 2; Table 2). Three special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur on or adjacent to
the project site: Comstock’s blue butterfly, tricolored blackbird and Tehachapi pocket mouse. Comstock’s blue
butterfly is associated with Eriogonum sp. and has a low potential to occur with the California buckwheat found
in a small stretch along the south side of Highway 58 and west of Tucker Road. Tricolored blackbird has potential
to occur adjacent to the project site at the water treatment plant along West J Street. Tehachapi pocket mouse has
potential to occur in the annual grasslands found throughout the project area. None of these three species has
federal or state ranking as threatened or endangered. Tehachapi pocket mouse is listed by CDFG as a species of
special concern. Based on distribution and information gathered during the field visit, there is a low likelihood for
these species to occur on the project site. Comstocks’ blue butterfly is not expected to occur on site due to the
limited number of Eriogonum plants that it is associated with. The few California buckwheat plants that are
present on site are adjacent to a heavily travelled highway. Habitat for tri-colored blackbirds does not exist on site
but is limited to an adjacent property. Therefore, this species is not expected to occur on site. Though annual
grasslands exist on the project site, it is low quality from disturbance by vehicles and in patchy distribution. In
addition, there is a general lack of shrubs and open space for foraging. Tehachapi pocket mouse has a low
potential to occur in this habitat. The project site is generally considered unsuitable for the other special-status
species due to lack of appropriate habitat.
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Table 1

Special-Status Plants with the Potential to Occur in the Project Site

Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Lower montane coniferous forest, chaparral. Wet
areas in open forest; 1500 to 2425-meters elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland. In
bare ground around gooseberry bushes or around

granite rock outcrops; 100 to 1300-meters elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill
grassland. Clay soils; 15 to 1200-meters elevation.

Low potential to occur within the project area because suitable
habitat is generally not present. Could occur within the valley
and foothill grassland habitat west of Tucker Road. Several
occurrences recorded within 5 miles of the project site.

Cismontane woodland, pinyon-juniper woodland,
valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline or clay soils,
open areas; 270 to 1365-meters elevation.

Low potential to occur within the project area because suitable
habitat is generally not present. Could occur within the valley
and foothill grassland habitat west of Tucker Road. Several
occurrences recorded within 5 miles of the project site.

Lower montane coniferous forest, upper montane
coniferous forest, pinyon juniper woodland. On dry
slopes of yellow pine forest, decomposed granitic
soils and also in roadside disturbed areas; 1695 to
2470-meters elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Coastal salt marshes, playas, valley and foothill
grasslands, vernal pools. Usually found on alkaline
soils in playas, sinks and grasslands; 1 to
1400-meters elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Meadows and seeps, and vernally moist places in
yellow-pin forest, chaparral; 600-2245-meters
elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Species | Federal' | State2? l
Plants
Baja navarretia — 1B.2
Navarretia peninsularis
Calico monkeyflower — 1B.2
Mimulus pictus
Round-leaved filaree — 1B.1
California macrophylia
Pale-yellow layia — 1B.1
Layia heterotricha
Tehachapi monardella — 1B.3
Monardella linoides ssp.
oblonga
Coulter’s goldfields — 1B.1
Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri
Palmer’s mariposa-lily - 1B.2
Calochortus palmeri var.
palmeri
Tracy’s eriastrum — 1B.2
Eriastrum tracyi

Chaparral and cismontane woodland/volcanic and
sandy soil; 305 to 1030-meters elevation.

Not expected to occur within the project area because no
potential habitat is present within the known elevation range.

Notes:

California Rare Plant Ranks and extensions
1B = Rare or endangered in California and
elsewhere.

Sources: USFWS 2011, CNDDB 2011, CNPS 2011

.1 = Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened)
.2 = Fairly threatened in California (20 to 80% of occurrences are threatened).
.3 = Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened).
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Table 2 .
Special-Status Wildlife with the Potential to Occur in the Project Site
Species Federal' | State? Habitat Potential for Occurrence
Invertebrates
Comstock’s blue butterfly --- --- | Hostplant is Eriogonum sp. Low potential to occur within the project area because
Euphilotes battoides suitable habitat is generally not present. Could occur
comstocki within the saltbush scrub habitat area for the proposed
alternate alignment. Several occurrences recorded
within 5 miles of the project site.
Amphibians and Reptiles
Tehachapi slender - T Occurs in Valley and Foothill riparian habitats in the Not expected to occur within the project area because
salamander Piute and Tehachapi mountains. Prefers wet talus slopes | no potential habitat is present within the known
Batrachoseps stebbinsi with a steep, north-facing exposure. elevation range.
Yellow-blotched salamander e SSC | Occurs in forests and well shaded canyons as well as Not expected to occur within the project area because
Ensatina eschscholtzii oak woodlands or old chaparral. Needs surface objects | no potential habitat is present within the known
croceator such as log, boards and rocks. Also needs old rodent elevation range.
burrows or other underground retreats.
Coast homed lizard - SSC | Occurs in open areas of sandy soil and low vegetation in | Not expected to occur within the project area because
Phrynosoma blainvillii valleys, foothills, woodlands and chaparral. Often found | no potential habitat is present within the known

in lowlands along sandy washes with scattered shrubs. | elevation range.
Frequently near ant hills.
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Birds

Tricolored blackbird MBTA SSC | Highly colonial species that requires open water and Low potential to occur within the project area because

Agelaius tricolor prefers stands of bulrush and cattail for nesting. no suitable nesting habitat is present. Suitable habitat
may be present adjacent to the project site at the water
treatment facility. Several occurrences recorded within
5 miles of the project site.

Mammals

Tehachapi pocket mouse --- SSC | Occurs in arid annual grasslands and desert shrub Low potential to occur within the project area because

Perognathus alticolus communities but will also occur in fallow grain fields suitable habitat is generally not present including the

inexpectatus and Russian thistle. Requires burrows for cover and absence of shrubs. Several occurrences recorded

nesting. Forages on open ground and under shrubs. within 5 miles of the project site.
Notes:
?  Federal: ®  State:
MBTA= Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act T = Listed as threatened under CESA

SSC = DFG species of special concern
Sources: USFWS 2011, CNDDB 2011




4 POTENTIAL BIOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS

For the purpose of this report and in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, a
biological constraint is defined as a sensitive habitat or special-status species that could be substantially affected
by future development of the project site.

4.1 Wetlands and Riparian Habitats

Project implementation could be constrained by wetland habitats (linear aquatic feature, riparian, intermittent
drainages) on the project site. These areas are potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineer (Corps)
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). However, impacts to Tehachapi Creek and the
riparian area along Tehachapi Creek are not anticipated due to that area being designated as open space in the
zoning process. Two intermittent drainages along West J Street may be affected by future development, but those
plans are not known at this time.

4.2 Special-Status Species

Special-status species do not represent a project constraint. Given the low likelihood of the potentially occurring
special-status species on the project site and that none of these species are listed, project implementation would
not be expected to result in substantial loss of individuals or a significant amount of potential habitat.

5 AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES

The following AMMSs would be implemented to protect sensitive biological resources.
AMM 1: Implement Avoidance Measures to Protect Wetlands, including Riparian Areas

a) All direct and indirect impacts to wetland areas (i.e. Tehachapi Creek and intermittent drainages) will
be avoided.

b) All direct and indirect impacts to the riparian area surrounding wetland areas (i.e. Tehachapi Creek)
will be avoided.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Implementation of the AMMs described above would be effective in reducing the potential for project impacts
that might otherwise be considered significant on: wetlands (linear aquatic feature and intermittent drainages) and
riparian habitat. No further avoidance, minimization, or compensation measures are expected to be required to
comply with state and federal statutes protecting sensitive biological resources. Should impacts to wetlands (linear
aquatic feature and intermittent drainages) and riparian habitat not be avoidable, it is recommended that a wetland
delineation be conducted on the project site to determine jurisdictional areas. The project applicant should consult
with the USACE, DFG, and RWQCB, and secure any necessary permits or other authorizations to comply with
Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, and with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. In
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addition, the project applicant is encouraged to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game prior to future development to ensure that they concur with this determination,
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APPENDIX A

Representative Photographs



Looking southwest at project site from south of Highway 58 and west of Tucker
Road. Annual grassland and oak savannah can be seen in photo.

Looking northwest at project site. Tehachapi Creek, riparian habitat and railway
can be seen in photo.

Representative Photographs Appendix A



West side of Tucker Road. Heavily disturbed and compacted area seen in
photo.

East side of Tucker Road. Heavily disturbed and compacted area seen in
photo.
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Looking southeast at project site from east side of Tucker Road. Annual
grasslands and ruderal areas can be seen in photo.
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