
Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH #: 2013091076

Prepared for
Rosedale-Rio Bravo  
Water Storage District and  
Irvine Ranch Water District

November 2015

STOCKDALE INTEGRATED 
BANKING PROJECT 



626 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213.599.4300
www.esassoc.com

Irvine

Oakland

Orlando

Palm Springs

Petaluma

Portland

Sacramento

San Diego

San Francisco

Santa Cruz

Seattle

Tampa

Woodland Hills

211181

Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH #: 2013091076

Prepared for
Rosedale-Rio Bravo  
Water Storage District and  
Irvine Ranch Water District

November 2015

STOCKDALE INTEGRATED 
BANKING PROJECT 



 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project i ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Stockdale Integrated Banking Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Chapters 1 through 7 and Appendices A through H are part of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Under separate cover) 

Page 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

8. Introduction to Response to Comments .................................................................... 8-1 
9. Comment Letters ......................................................................................................... 9-1 

Letter 1: Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection ............... 9-2 
Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District .............................................. 9-5 
Letter 3: Kern Water Bank Authority .............................................................................. 9-6 
Letter 4: Kern County Water Agency ........................................................................... 9-12 
Letter 5: City of Bakersfield .......................................................................................... 9-23 
City of Bakersfield Exhibit A: Comments on the Notice of Preparation ........................ 9-55 

10. Responses to Comments .......................................................................................... 10-1 
Letter 1: Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection ............. 10-1 
Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District ............................................ 10-2 
Letter 3: Kern Water Bank Authority ............................................................................ 10-2 
Letter 4: Kern County Water Agency ......................................................................... 10-10 
Letter 5: City of Bakersfield ........................................................................................ 10-29 
City of Bakersfield Exhibit A: Comments on the Notice of Preparation ...................... 10-83 

11. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR ............................................................. 11-1 
12. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ........................................................ 12-1 
 
Appendices 
I Drought Relief Technical Memorandum 
 
 
Revised Figures 
1-1 Regional Location ....................................................................................... 10-63, 11-3 
2-8 Recharge and Recovery Operations Associated with Groundwater 

Banking ......................................................................................................... 10-6, 11-5 
3.9-1 Kern County Water Districts ........................................................................ 10-68, 11-7 
3.10-1 General Plan Land Use Designation ......................................................... 10-26, 11-10 
3.10-2 Kern County Zoning Designation .............................................................. 10-27, 11-11 
 
Tables  
9-1 Comment Letters Received ..................................................................................... 9-1 
12-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Stockdale Integrated 

Banking Project ...................................................................................................... 12-2 



Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 8-1 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

CHAPTER 8 
Introduction to Response to Comments  

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). The 
Final EIR incorporates, by reference, the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2013091076) 
prepared by Rosedale Rio-Bravo Water Storage District (Rosedale) in consultation with the Irvine 
Ranch Water District (IRWD) for the Stockdale Integrated Banking Project (proposed project), as 
it was originally published and the following chapters, which include revisions made to the Draft 
EIR. 

8.1 CEQA Requirements 
Before Rosedale may approve the project, it must certify that the Final EIR: a) has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA; b) was presented to the Rosedale Board of Directors who 
reviewed and considered it prior to approving the project; and c) reflects Rosedale’s independent 
judgment and analysis. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies that the Final EIR shall consist of the following: 

 the Draft EIR or a revision of that draft; 

 comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR; 

 a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

 the response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

 any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Final EIR for the Stockdale Integrated Banking Project presents the following chapters as a 
continuation of those included in the Draft EIR: 

 Chapter 8: Introduction and CEQA process 

 Chapter 9: A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft 
EIR, and the written comments received on the Draft EIR 

 Chapter 10: Written responses to each comment identified in Chapter 9 
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 Chapter 11: Revisions made to the Draft EIR in response to comments received or 
initiated by the Lead Agency 

8.2 CEQA Process 

Public Participation Process 

Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping 
In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an 
EIR was prepared and circulated for review by applicable local, state and federal agencies and the 
public. The 30-day project scoping period, which began with the distribution of the NOP, 
remained open through October 24, 2013. Two public scoping meetings were held on October 15, 
2013 at the IRWD office and October 16, 2013 at the Rosedale office. The NOP provided the 
public and interested public agencies with the opportunity to review the proposed project and to 
provide comments or concerns on the scope and content of the environmental review document 
including: the range of actions; alternatives; mitigation measures, and significant effects to be 
analyzed in depth in the EIR. 

Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 
The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was posted on April 28, 2015 with the County 
Clerks in Kern County and Orange County. The Draft EIR was circulated to federal, state, and 
local agencies and interested parties requesting a copy of the Draft EIR. Copies of the Draft EIR 
were made available to the public at the following locations: 

 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Web Site (http://www.rrbwsd.com) 
 Irvine Ranch Water District Web Site (http://www.irwd.com) 
 Beale Memorial Library, 701 Truxtun Ave, Bakersfield CA 93301 
 Heritage Park Regional Library, 14361 Yale Ave, Irvine CA 92604 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from April 28, 2015 through June 12, 2015. 
During this period, Rosedale and IRWD held two public meetings to provide interested persons 
with an opportunity to comment orally or in writing on the Draft EIR and the project. The public 
meetings were held at the Rosedale office in Bakersfield on May 12, 2015, and the IRWD office 
in Irvine on May 13, 2015. No comments were offered from the audience at either public 
meeting.   

Evaluation and Response to Comments 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires Rosedale, as the Lead Agency, to evaluate comments 
on environmental issues received from parties that have reviewed the Draft EIR and to prepare a 
written response. The written responses to commenting public agencies shall be provided at least 
ten (10) days prior to the certification of the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). 
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Final EIR Certification and Approval 
As the Lead Agency, Rosedale has the option to make the Final EIR available for public review 
prior to considering the project for approval (CEQA Guidelines §15089(b)). Prior to considering 
the project for approval, Rosedale, as the Lead Agency, will review and consider the information 
presented in the Final EIR and will certify that the Final EIR:  

(a) has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  

(b) has been presented to the Board of Directors as the decision-making body for the Lead 
Agency, which reviewed and considered it prior to approving the project; and  

(c) reflects Rosedale’s independent judgment and analysis.  

Once the Final EIR is certified, Rosedale’s Board of Directors may proceed to consider project 
approval (CEQA Guidelines §15090). Prior to approving the proposed project, Rosedale must 
make written findings and adopt statements of overriding considerations for each unmitigated 
significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR in accordance with Sections 15091 
and 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Notice of Determination 
Pursuant to Section 15094 of the CEQA Guidelines, Rosedale will file a Notice of Determination 
(NOD) with the Office of Planning and Research and Kern County Clerk within five working 
days of project approval. 
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CHAPTER 9 
Comment Letters 

The Draft EIR for the Stockdale Integrated Banking Project (proposed project) was circulated for 
public review for 45 days (April 28, 2015 through June 12, 2015) in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a). Rosedale received five comment letters 
during the public review period, which are listed in Table 9-1 and included within this chapter. 
The letters have been marked with brackets that delineate comments pertaining to environmental 
issues and the information and analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Responses to such comments 
are provided in Chapter 10. 

 

TABLE 9-1 – COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 

Comment 
No. Commenting Agency Date of Comment 

1 Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection June 2, 2015 

2 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District  June 9, 2015 

3 Kern Water Bank Authority  June 12, 2015 

4 Kern County Water Agency  June 12, 2015 

5 City of Bakersfield June 12, 2015 
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CHAPTER 10 
Responses to Comments 

The comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR are included in 
Chapter 9. In this Chapter 10, Rosedale provides individual responses to the bracketed comments 
in each letter. In some instances, in response to the comment, Rosedale has made additions or 
deletions to the text of Draft EIR; additions are included as underlined text and deletions as 
stricken text.  

Letter 1: Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection  
DOC-1 
The comment provides an overview of the proposed project and details the location of the 
Stockdale East and Stockdale West properties within Kern County. The comment states that both 
Stockdale East and Stockdale West properties are located within Kern County’s Agricultural 
Preserve Program, are under Williamson Act contracts, and are classified as Prime Farmland by 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), and that the third project site will 
undergo project-level environmental review when determined.  

The comment’s assessment is consistent with the Draft EIR analysis in Section 3.2 on pages 3.2-9 
through 3.2-12. Due to the fact that the location of the third Stockdale project site is unknown at 
this time, Mitigation Measure AGR-1 would require compliance with Kern County’s Agricultural 
Preserve Standard Uniform Rules as applicable to avoid conflict with agricultural zoning or 
potential Williamson Act contracts.  

DOC-2 
The comment states that approximately 165 acres of the Stockdale East site is subject to a 
Restrictive Covenant and Equitable Servitude Agreement for Agricultural Land Preservation 
(Agreement) between Rosedale and SunEdison, as part of SunEdison’s effort to mitigate the loss 
of Important Farmland due to implementation of its Adobe Solar project. The comment also 
states that water recharge facilities may be compatible with agricultural use under provisions in 
the Agricultural Preserve Standard Uniform Rules (Uniform Rules).  

Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR on page 3.2-10 states that approximately 165 acres of Stockdale East 
is subject to the Agreement, which requires Rosedale to use the land for commercial agricultural 
purposes for seven months out of each twelve month period, subject to Rosedale’s right to use the 
property for water management and water recharge purposes. The Agreement also allows for the 
construction of recharge ponds, wells, pumps, pipelines and any other facilities for the 
production, generation, storage or transmission of water. As such, the proposed project would be 
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consistent with the Agreement by maintaining commercial agricultural uses at Stockdale East 
when not otherwise in use for water management or water recharge purposes.  

DOC-3  
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR state that uses on the project site meet the requirements 
of Kern County’s Uniform Rules. The comment also suggests that the Draft EIR should address 
how Rosedale will document that the mitigation land is being used in a manner that is consistent 
with the Restrictive Covenant and Equitable Servitude Agreement for Agricultural Land 
Preservation (Agreement) between Rosedale and SunEdison. 

“Compatible Uses” under the Uniform Rules include “[t]he erection, construction, alteration, 
operation, and maintenance of…water…facilities and similar public service facilities by … public 
agencies” (Draft EIR, Section 3.2.2, page 3.2-6). The proposed project will include such facilities, 
which are thus compatible as stated under the Uniform Rules. In addition, Rosedale will comply 
with all provisions of said Agreement as required in the operation of the proposed project 
(Section 3.2.3 pages 3.2-9 to 3.2-10). No formal documentation or reporting is required. 

DOC-4 
The comment requests notification of future hearing dates and staff reports regarding the 
proposed project.  

The commenting party will be added to the mailing list for the proposed project.  

Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District  
APCD-1 
The comment states that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has 
previously commented on the proposed project and has no additional comments. The comment 
states that APCD staff is available to meet with Rosedale to discuss regulatory requirements for 
the project. 

The comment is noted for the record.  

Letter 3: Kern Water Bank Authority  
KWBA-1 
The comment states that the Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA) owns and operates the Kern 
Water Bank groundwater banking and recovery project adjacent to and immediately south of the 
proposed project, and that both Rosedale and KWBA overlie a common interconnected 
groundwater basin. For this reason, the comment states that KWBA facilities and operations may 
be adversely affected by the proposed project.  

Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR on pages 3.9-22 through 3.9-26 includes an assessment of impacts of 
the proposed project on groundwater levels surrounding Stockdale East and Stockdale West, 
including impacts to Kern Water Bank Well 6D03 just south of Stockdale West and north of the 
Cross Valley Canal (CVC). During low (2004) and historical low (2009-2010) conditions, 
maximum well interference at the Kern Water Bank Well 6D03 would be 17 feet in the 
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shallow/intermediate aquifer and 20 feet in the deep aquifer, and 28 feet in the deep aquifer, 
respectively.  

KWBA-2 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to CEQA Guidelines and California case law [§ 
15378(a); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185; San Joaquin 
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 729-30; 
Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 
Cal.App.4th 1036, 1055; and Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 
Cal.App.4th 20].  

The comment does not specifically address the Draft EIR, except to state, “[w]here the project 
description is inadequate, as here, the EIR’s analysis cannot be relied upon to provide a full 
disclosure of potential impacts, or adequate analysis of alternatives or mitigation measures.” The 
comment is not supported by substantial evidence. The project description is contained in Chapter 
2 of the Draft EIR and includes an “Overview and Project Location” in Section 2.1; a statement 
of project objectives in Section 2.2; an explanation of the purpose and need for the project in 
Section 2.3; a description of the proposed project in Section 2.4, including its recharge facilities 
in Section 2.4.1; its potential recharge water supplies in Section 2.4.2; its recovery facilities in 
Section 2.4.3; and its conveyance facilities in Section 2.4.4; a description of project construction 
activities in Section 2.5; a description of project operations in Section 2.6; maintenance in Section 
2.7; and project approvals in Section 2.8. The project description includes all the information 
required by CEQA to comprise an adequate description of the project without supplying 
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines §15124). 

KWBA-3 
The comment states that Draft EIR should analyze the impacts of integrated operations with other 
existing extraction and recharge facilities.  

The Draft EIR evaluates the individual impacts of the proposed project, as a stand-alone project, 
given the anticipated capacities for recharge and extraction as defined in the Project Description. 
The proposed project facilities will be integrated and operated in coordination with Rosedale’s 
other facilities as part of the Conjunctive Use Program. Operation of Rosedale’s existing facilities 
is part of baseline conditions for groundwater conditions, including the existing Enns Pond and 
Strand Ranch facilities, which include recharge basins and ten wells (Draft EIR, Section 3.9, 
pages 3.9-1, 3.9-9, 3.9-22, 3.9-23). Thus, assessment of the proposed project impacts using a 
groundwater flow model, which includes pumping from the five onsite Stockdale wells as well as 
regional pumping under baseline conditions (See Draft EIR Appendix E, page 11) provides an 
assessment of impacts due to “coordinated” operation with other existing Rosedale facilities. 
These are facilities with which operation of the proposed project would be coordinated and 
operated simultaneously. 

The offsite wells for the Strand Ranch Project have been included in the Drought Relief Project 
and are not constructed yet. The impacts of operating wells associated with the Drought Relief 
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Project have been modeled, and the analysis included all existing Rosedale wells along with the 
proposed project wells on Stockdale East and Stockdale West. The result of this analysis is 
reported in the cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR (Chapter 4 pages 4-7, and 4-13 to 4-
16). The report documenting such results is cited in the Draft EIR (page 4-20): Technical 
Memorandum: 2014 Drought Relief Project, Prepared for Rosedale by Thomas Harder & Co, 
November 3, 2014 (THC, 2014). This technical memorandum is provided as an appendix to this 
Final EIR (see Appendix I). Therefore the Draft EIR evaluates the whole of the action for the 
project, by considering operation of the proposed project in conjunction with other existing and 
planned future projects with which the proposed project facilities would be integrated and their 
operation coordinated. 

KWBA-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR’s groundwater impact analysis does not evaluate the 
“whole of the action” because it only looks at the impact of operating five wells on baseline 
groundwater levels for about 10 months. The comment also states that the Draft EIR’s 
groundwater impact analysis does not evaluate the “whole of the action” because it assumes 
extraction wells only operate one year (10 months) at a time and assumes groundwater levels will 
rebound before extraction wells are operated again (per Appendix E, page 15). As such, the 
Project Description should contain this limitation. The comment also states that during drought 
years, water extractions do and can occur for multiple year periods, and that the Draft EIR fails to 
evaluate groundwater and other impacts resulting from multiple and consecutive years of 
extraction operations.  

Please see response to KWBA-3. The analysis conducted to assess impacts of operating recovery 
wells associated with the proposed project modeled 10 months of pumping as an example of a 
typical operational scenario for Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program, based on estimated 
recovery capacities (see Draft EIR, page 3.9-23). This approach is a reasonable estimation of 
future project operations, based upon the experience of Rosedale and other nearby banking and 
recovery projects. The current drought has imposed atypical conditions and operating scenarios 
on water banking programs throughout the State, resulting in consecutive years of groundwater 
pumping. The Notice of Preparation was issued prior to these atypical conditions.  

In the event that the proposed project would result in groundwater pumping for more than 10 
months, a greater relative decline in groundwater levels may occur, assuming all other projects in 
the area continue pumping as well. As stated in the Draft EIR (page 3.9-25), drawdown 
associated with the proposed project may have no adverse effects on pre-existing nearby wells, 
particularly if drawdown results in groundwater levels at or above historic lows. In the event that 
project pumping would result in drawdown that would affect the ability of neighboring wells to 
produce water, regardless of the number of months of pumping, such an impact would be 
identified and mitigated through implementation of the LTOP, as explained in the Draft EIR on 
page 3.9-26.  

KWBA-5 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [County of Inyo, supra; 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645.].  
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The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. See also response to KWBA-3 and KWBA-4. 

KWBA-6 
The comment states that the Draft EIR Project Description is lacking in detail, specifically 
whether the integrated nature of the project would result in unbalanced recharge and recovery 
operations (extract water from project wells previously banked in recharge facilities elsewhere in 
Rosedale’s service area) thereby increasing impacts. 

The primary objective of the proposed project is to provide maximum operational flexibility 
between various programs and facilities within Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program. Figure 2-8 
has been added to page 2-12 of the Draft EIR to clarify that the proposed project’s recharge and 
recovery operations will be balanced within the geographic areas shown as Area A and Area B 
within Rosedale’s service area. The following has been added to page 2-12 of the Draft EIR for 
clarification: 

Rosedale shall balance the proposed project’s recharge and recovery operations within 
the geographic areas shown on Figure 2-8.  

KWBA-7 
The comment restates the text of the Draft EIR in Chapter 1 on page 1-2 and Chapter 2 on page 2-
1 indicating that if and when a third Stockdale project site is identified, project-level review will 
be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  

The comment is correct. As identified in Chapter 1 on page 1-2 and Chapter 3 on page 3-2, if and 
when the third Stockdale project site is identified, subsequent project-level environmental review 
will be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). The type of CEQA document 
that will be used for such review will be based on the environmental impacts associated with 
operations at the third Stockdale project site. Depending on the type of CEQA document, public 
review may or may not be required (e.g., public review is not required if addendum is appropriate 
document, CEQA Guidelines §15164(c)).  

KWBA-8 
The comment questions whether the terms and conditions of the two Memoranda of 
Understanding (MOUs) between Rosedale and adjoining entities in the Kern Fan area are 
elements of the proposed project, or whether these conditions are intended to be mitigation 
measures. 
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The comment correctly states that, as provided in the Draft EIR on page 1-12, the MOUs provide 
guidelines for operation and monitoring of Rosedale’s groundwater banking programs, and the 
proposed project would be subject to and consistent with the conditions of these MOUs, which 
are provided in Appendix B to the Draft EIR. The MOUs stipulate that modifications to 
Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program would be subject to an environmental review pursuant to 
CEQA. Since the proposed project would be coordinated with Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use 
Program, this EIR satisfies the CEQA requirements indicated in the MOUs (Draft EIR, page 1-
12). However, the terms and conditions of the MOUs do not constitute mitigation measures for 
the proposed project for purposes of CEQA. Mitigation measures for the proposed project that are 
included in the Draft EIR are separate from the MOUs and are related only to the Stockdale 
Integrated Banking Project. Mitigation measures for the proposed project are found in the 
Summary in Table S-1.  

KWBA-9 
The comment questions whether the Long Term Operations Plan (LTOP) will apply only to 
operation of the three project sites and five extraction wells included in the proposed project, or 
whether the LTOP applies to all Rosedale and/or IRWD recharge and recovery facilities. The 
comment also states that the Final EIR should state all projects (including wells and other 
facilities) that would be operated in accordance with the LTOP.  

The LTOP, which implements the provisions of the MOU, is specific to operations associated 
with the proposed project for the purposes of this EIR. The LTOP does, however, state, “All 
Rosedale projects which are subject to an MOU with adjoining entities shall be subject to and 
operated consistent with this Plan.” Rosedale intends to develop and enter into an LTOP, 
substantially similar to the one provided in the Draft EIR, to cover all of its existing and future 
projects and facilities, subject to agreement with adjoining water banking interests. For more 
information about the type of projects and facilities, refer to the Draft EIR Appendix B-1, Exhibit 
2 – Project Description.  

KWBA-10 
The comment states that the modeling and Draft EIR analysis of groundwater is deficient because 
it assumes extraction will only occur for 10 months at a time. The comment states that if the 10 
month period is correct, the Project Description should be updated and/or a mitigation measure 
added. The comment also states that the analysis neglects to consider short-term, mid-term and 
long-term project impacts, and cites the Smart Rail case.  

Please see response to KWBA-4. In regard to the determination of baseline for the analysis of 
groundwater impacts, and for a discussion of the applicability of the Smart Rail decision, see 
response to KCWA-24. 

KWBA-11 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient in that the modeling only considers one year or 
ten months of recharge operations, not multiple years as would be expected in a consecutive wet 
year analysis.  
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The analysis conducted to assess impacts of operating recharge basins associated with the 
proposed project modeled 10 months of recharge as an example of a typical operational scenario 
for Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program, based on estimated recharge capacities (see Draft EIR, 
page 3.9-23). This approach is a reasonable estimation of future project operations, based upon 
the experience of Rosedale and other nearby banking and recovery projects.  

In the event that the proposed project would result in groundwater recharge for more than 10 
months, a greater relative mounding of groundwater levels may occur, as long as other projects in 
the area continue to recharge as well. Such mounding may have no adverse effects on 
underground structures, particularly if mounding results in groundwater levels below historic high 
levels. However, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2, the implementation of 
which would serve to avoid impacts to the CVC due to shallow groundwater. This mitigation 
measure would apply to the project regardless of the length of time recharge would occur.  

KWBA-12 
The comment states that mitigation measures should be imposed for Impact HYDRO-2 since a 
similar conclusion is reached for Impact CUM-1.The comment further suggests that the Draft EIR 
explain why mitigation should not be imposed for the HYDRO-2 analysis. 

The Draft EIR concludes that project-specific impacts are less than significant under Impact 
HYDRO-2 and as such no mitigation is required (page 3.9-26). Please refer to response to 
KWBA-4. The Draft EIR concludes under Impact CUM-2 that implementation of Rosedale’s 
LTOP, as required by Mitigation Measure CUM-2, would serve to mitigate the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative groundwater impacts and associated effects to 
wells serving overlying land uses (page 4-16). 

KWBA-13 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis of impacts related to project 
recharge activities on KWBA’s nearby recharge facilities or operations. The comment states that 
project recharge and resulting shallower groundwater conditions could significantly affect 
groundwater levels in proximity to the CVC and require KWBA to curtail recharge, which has 
not been the case historically. 

The analysis of how operation of proposed recharge facilities could affect neighboring KWBA 
recharge basins during historical high water levels is provided in the Draft EIR, Section 3.9 on 
page 3.9-27 through 3.9-30. The Draft EIR concludes on page 3.9-29 that the resulting effects of 
groundwater mounding on the operation of neighboring basins “would be no different than 
existing conditions under high water levels, whereby recharge rates decline over time as recharge 
occurs.” Therefore impacts to neighboring basins are considered less than significant. 

KWBA-14 
The comment presents an overview of requirements of the analysis of cumulative impacts as 
required by CEQA, including CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 and 15355. The comment also 
states that the cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR does not comply with CEQA with 
respect to the groundwater impact analysis.  
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The Draft EIR presents the same CEQA requirements for the cumulative impacts analysis on 
page 4-1. For specific responses to the groundwater cumulative impacts discussion, please see the 
response to KWBA-15 and KWBA-16.  

KWBA-15  
The comment states that the Draft EIR includes and refers to two separate “drawdown” analyses 
on page 4-15 and 4-16 of the Draft EIR, neither of which includes a cumulative impacts analysis. 
The comment also states that the assessment of whether the project’s contribution to the 
cumulative impacts is considered “cumulatively considerable” is also deficient. 

The first drawdown analysis mentioned of page 4-15 of the Draft EIR is the project-specific 
analysis prepared for operation of the proposed wells on Stockdale East and Stockdale West. The 
text of the Draft EIR on page 4-15 provides an overview of the results of the impact analysis as 
described in Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. The second drawdown analysis described 
on pages 4-15 and 4-16 provides a cumulative assessment of the impacts of the proposed project 
together with the additional wells planned for the Drought Relief Project. As mentioned in 
KWBA-3, the technical memorandum supporting the cumulative impacts analysis has been added 
to this FINAL EIR as Appendix I. 

Regarding the claim that the assessment of the project’s incremental contribution is deficient, the 
assessment is clearly presented in Chapter 4 on pages 4-16 to 4-18: the LTOP and Mitigation 
Measure CUM-2 would serve to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental contribution to 
cumulative groundwater impacts and associated effects to wells serving overlying land uses to a 
less than significant level, which would make impacts not cumulatively considerable.  

KWBA-16 
The comment states that, as a result of a narrow scope of the project, the cumulative impacts 
analysis is deficient and understated. The comment states that use of 31 extraction wells including 
the 5 project wells, needs to be considered in the cumulative impact analysis. The remaining 26 
wells include the 7 Strand Ranch onsite wells, 3 Enns Basin wells, 9 Drought Relief Project 
wells, and 7 JURP/Allen Road wells. The comment also states that the wells to be constructed on 
the third Stockdale project site needs to be considered as a probable future project.  

As explained in response to KWBA-3, the drawdown analysis for the Drought Relief Project was 
used to support the analysis of cumulative impacts and is described in the Draft EIR on pages 4-
13 to 4-18. All 31 wells mentioned in the comment have been accounted for in the cumulative 
analysis. The technical memorandum supporting the cumulative impacts analysis has been added 
as Appendix I.  

In response to the comment the following modification has been made to the text of the Draft EIR 
on page 4-16: 

The cumulative analysis assumes that all 14 recovery wells are operating for eight 
months and approximately 44,100 AF of groundwater is extracted (THC, 2014, 
Appendix I).  
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Regarding the third site, in response to the comment, the following modification to the text of 
Draft EIR has been made on page 4-16:  

However, historical low groundwater levels may have recently been exceeded in 
2014 due to ongoing drought conditions (Kern Fan Monitoring Committee, 2015), 
and development of the third Stockdale site, together with other future groundwater 
banking projects may be developed that increase cumulative recovery capacity in the 
project area. Therefore, implementation of Rosedale’s Long Term Operations Plan, 
as required by Mitigation Measure CUM-2, would serve to mitigate the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative groundwater impacts and associated 
effects to wells serving overlying land uses. 

KWBA-17 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the existing projects and pumpers 
incorporated into the analysis, and does not explain how and where they have been incorporated.  

All existing recharge and recovery operations in the Kern Fan region are included in the modeled 
baseline conditions as explained in the Draft EIR on page 4-15. The regional groundwater flow 
model used for the cumulative impacts analysis includes all past and present groundwater 
banking projects in the Kern Fan. See also response to KWBA-16. 

KWBA-18 
The comment states that without an adequate cumulative impacts analysis, it is unknown whether 
Mitigation Measure CUM-2 is adequate. The comment also states that it is unclear which 
facilities and operations will be subject to the mitigation measure.  

The cumulative impact analysis is adequate as explained in responses to KWBA-14 through 
KWBA-17 above. Regarding facilities and operations subject to the LTOP described in 
Mitigation Measure CUM-2, please refer to response to KWBA-9.  

Letter 4: Kern County Water Agency  
KCWA-1 
The comment states that it is unclear how many separate sites comprise the proposed project, 
whether it is three or four project sites including the Central Intake Pipeline. The comment also 
states it is unclear how the project is comprised of three sites given that the third Stockdale 
project site may be made up of multiple non-contiguous parcels. The commenter requests that the 
Project Description be revised to reflect the accurate number of project components and sites.  

The number of sites is accurately described on page S-1 of the Summary and on page 1-1 of the 
Introduction as follows:  

As shown in Figure 1-1, the proposed project would include the Stockdale East 
property, which is owned by Rosedale, the Stockdale West property, which is owned 
by IRWD, and a potential third project site that would be located within a designated 
radius around both properties (collectively referred to as the “Stockdale Properties”). 
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The proposed project would also include a new Central Intake Pipeline conveyance 
system and new turnouts along the Cross Valley Canal. 

Thus, the proposed project consists of the three Stockdale Properties and the Central Intake 
Pipeline. As explained in the Summary on page S-5 and in Chapter 2 on pages 2-1 and 2-4, the 
term “third Stockdale project site,” which is used throughout the analysis of the Draft EIR, is 
defined as potentially having multiple non-contiguous parcels.  

In response to the comment, the following clarification is made to page S-5 of the Draft EIR: 

The proposed project consists of three sites: Stockdale East, Stockdale West, the 
Central Intake Pipeline alignment, and a third project site that may be made up of 
non-contiguous parcels and that has yet to be specifically located, and the Central 
Intake Pipeline. 

KCWA-2 
The comment questions which components of the proposed project are analyzed at a 
programmatic level and states that Rosedale has an obligation to analyze programmatic 
components to the extent feasible.  

An overview of the project-level and program-level analyses in the Draft EIR is provided on page 
1-2 of Chapter 1 under Section 1.2, Project-level and Program-level Analyses in this Draft EIR. 
As stated on page 1-2, the third Stockdale site is the project component analyzed at the 
programmatic level. Program level assessment is defined by CEQA Guidelines for a series of 
actions related geographically and as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions (Draft EIR, 
page 1-2), which applies to the proposed project. The Draft EIR explains that the third Stockdale 
site is also included in order to evaluate the “whole of the action” (Draft EIR, page 1-2) as 
required by CEQA. The third Stockdale site cannot be evaluated at the project level, because the 
exact location has not yet been identified.  

Each impact statement of the Draft EIR indicates which project component is being analyzed. For 
example, in Section 3.10 Land Use, the analysis for Threshold 3 is combined for all project 
components, while the analysis for Threshold 2 is separated out by project component: Stockdale 
East and Stockdale West, Third Stockdale Site, and the Central Intake Pipeline. Headings are 
used to help the reader find the analysis for each project component.  

KCWA-3 
The comment states that it is unclear which programs and facilities are being referred to within 
the project objectives identified on page 2-3. Specifically, in the first and second objectives, the 
comment states that it is unclear what the term “operational/operating flexibility” refers to; what 
type of flexibility is needed, or the purpose for which it is needed. For the third objective, the 
comment states it is unclear what properties are considered to be “IRWD’s and Rosedale’s 
respective properties.”  

In the context of the proposed project, operational flexibility is the ability of Rosedale to operate 
its system to maximize the benefits of its operations and to minimize potential localized impacts 
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from the same. The proposed project would provide operational flexibility by augmenting the 
recharge, storage, and extraction capacity of Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program to assist with 
fulfillment of its mission of maintaining groundwater levels within its service area and its 
obligations to existing participants in its Conjunctive Use Program.  

In response to the comment requesting further clarification of property ownership mentioned in 
the third objective, please refer to page S-1 of the Draft EIR which indicates which project 
properties are owned by each agency: “…Stockdale East property, which is owned by Rosedale, 
the Stockdale West property, which is owned by IRWD.”  

KCWA-4 
The comment requests a description of the size and radius in which the third Stockdale site is 
located and potential environmental effects associated with the site.  

The third Stockdale project site is described in Chapter 2 on page 2-1. Please refer to the scale 
presented on Figure 2-1.  

The potential environmental effects associated with the third Stockdale project site are included 
in all of the resource categories included in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Headings 
are used throughout the analysis to help the reader find the analysis for the third Stockdale project 
site, such as in Section 3.1 on page 3.1-7. As identified in Chapter 1 on page 1-2 and Chapter 3 on 
page 3-2, if and when the third Stockdale project site is identified, subsequent project-level 
environmental review will be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). See also 
response to KWBA-7. 

KCWA-5 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate environmental analysis 
associated with the third Stockdale project site because the site has yet to be located and may be 
more than one contiguous parcel. The comment states that the location must be disclosed to allow 
for informed public comment, disclosure, and informed decision making and to analyze the 
“whole of the action” as required by CEQA. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should 
indicate the locations and conditions of the third Stockdale site in order to fully analyze all 
reasonably foreseeable impacts, particularly related to hydrology, agriculture, water quality, noise 
and sensitive receptors.  

The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project as described in Chapter 2 Project Description, 
which includes a radius for the potential location of the third Stockdale site (see Figures 2-1 and 
2-2). As stated above in response to KCWA-2 the evaluation of environmental impacts included 
in the Draft EIR includes the third Stockdale site to ensure the “whole of the action” is considered 
as required by CEQA. Impacts related to the third Stockdale site are assessed throughout the 
Draft EIR, for all environmental resource at a programmatic level as described above in response 
to KCWA-2 and KCWA-4. As identified in Chapter 1 on page 1-2, if and when the third 
Stockdale project site is identified, subsequent project-level environmental review will be 
conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). 
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The analysis of impacts associated with the third Stockdale site was commensurate with the level 
of detail available about the project component at the time the Draft EIR was released. In 
particular the analyses of impacts to resources mentioned in the comment can be found in the 
Draft EIR as follows: 

 Agricultural Resources: See Draft EIR pages 3.2-10, 3.2-11, and 3.2-13. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality: See Draft EIR pages 3.9-21 through 3.9-32. 

 Sensitive Receptors and air emissions: See Draft EIR page 3.3-18 and 3.3-19. 

 Noise: See Draft EIR pages 3.12-6 through 3.12-12 including Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-1 specifically for the third Stockdale site. 

In response to the comment, the text of the Draft EIR on page 3.9-26 has been modified to make 
the analysis of impacts to hydrology consistent with the document format for the third Stockdale 
project site: 

Subsequent implementation of the third Stockdale project site may contribute to lower 
groundwater levels in the project area. If and when the third Stockdale project site is 
identified, subsequent project-level environmental review will be conducted pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) to determine site-specific effects to groundwater. 
However, with implementation of Rosedale’s LTOP, as described below, impacts to 
groundwater levels and corresponding impacts to operation of neighboring wells would 
be considered less than significant. 

KCWA-6 
The comment suggests that a worst case scenario analysis be conducted for impacts to the third 
Stockdale project site if a specific location for the site cannot be analyzed. The comment also 
states that if the location of the third Stockdale project site is identified prior to project approval, 
Rosedale and IRWD will be required to recirculate the Draft EIR for further review and 
comment.  

The analysis of impacts associated with the third Stockdale project site was commensurate with 
the level of detail available about the project component at the time the Draft EIR was released. 
In some cases the analysis may be the “worst-case” scenario, although such is not required in 
CEQA analyses.  

If and when the third Stockdale project site is identified, subsequent project-level environmental 
review will be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), as stated in the Draft 
EIR on page 3-2. See also response to KWBA-7.  

KCWA-7 
The comment questions whether the construction of embankments and/or additional transfer 
structures is considered in the Draft EIR’s analysis, specifically regarding hydrology and 
agricultural impacts.  
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The embankments and transfer structures are accounted for in the assessment of impacts related 
to constructing the project, within the designated project area boundaries and footprint of 
Stockdale East, Stockdale West, and the third Stockdale project site, as described in the Summary 
on page ES-1; Chapter 1 on page1-18; Chapter 2 on pages 2-15 and 2-17.  

KCWA-8 
The comment questions how agricultural uses are compatible with recharge basins; whether water 
used for farming purposes will be deducted from Rosedale’s share of the banked water or if water 
will be from the basin; states that farming could increase the risk of nitrate and other fertilizer 
contamination into the groundwater basin; and that if Rosedale decides to remove farming from 
the project then a revised analysis would be required.  

As described in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR on page 3.2-12, the Kern County Agriculture 
Preserve Standard Uniform Rules (Uniform Rules) state that groundwater recharge is compatible 
with agricultural land use on agricultural preserves. When the basins are not being used for 
recharge, they may be made available to contract farmers for agricultural uses, similar to 
Rosedale’s management of its other existing recharge basins.  

Regarding the use of groundwater for agricultural use at the Stockdale properties, the project shall 
be operated to be consistent with the MOU (Appendix B-2, Section 2.b(5)).  

As described on page 2-24 of Chapter 2 Project Description, all agricultural users on the 
properties would be prohibited from using chemicals that have been designated or suspected of 
having the potential to pollute groundwater, as determined by the California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation, California Environmental Protection Agency, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Kern County Agricultural Commissioners. An 
analysis of such impacts is provided in the Draft EIR as part of Impact HAZ-1 and Impact HAZ-2 
starting on page 3.8-11. The potential impacts to groundwater quality from nitrates and other 
fertilizers are assessed in Section 3.9 on pages 3.9-8, 3.9-11, and 3.9-31 to 3.9-32. As stated on 
page 3.9-31, any residual pesticides in the surface soils of former agricultural areas would be 
scraped off the recharge basin floor. As such, the potential for residual pesticides to be 
transported to the groundwater by the recharge water would be minimal. In addition, the proposed 
project would reduce nitrogen loading on Stockdale East and Stockdale West relative to baseline 
conditions, due to reduced farming activities during periods when the properties are used for 
groundwater recharge. Such would be the case for the third Stockdale site as well, if the existing 
land use includes agricultural uses.  

KCWA-9 
The comment states that the Draft EIR includes no information on the ongoing drought and 
availability of water sources for the proposed project, and that the project may exacerbate the 
drought. The comment also states that the project’s potential use of Kern River water is 
questionable as it would result in the export of native surface water, and that this should be 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  
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As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR on page 2-4, the proposed project supports Governor 
Jerry Brown’s conservation initiatives by providing water supply reliability for future conditions. 
The proposed project will not affect the availability of water during the current and ongoing 
drought because water must be recharged prior to extraction; and water for recharge is not 
expected to be available during dry conditions. The proposed project would not compete for 
limited dry-year water supplies. It is not possible for the proposed project to effect the allocation 
of SWP water, drought or otherwise, since allocations are based on availability of supply from the 
Sacramento Delta. Recharge of water would not exacerbate the drought. The project would 
provide benefits during future drought periods by providing additional opportunities to replenish 
the basin when supplies are available for recharge in project facilities. 

As to the use of Kern River water for project purposes, it is only proposed when available from 
water right holders under banking or temporary water service agreements (Section 2.4.2 page 2-9) 
or when the Kern River is in high-flow conditions (Section 2.4.2 page 2-10). See also the 
response to the City of Bakersfield comments: City-2, City-8, City-21, and City-77. 

KCWA-10 
The comment states that the analysis presented in Section 3.9 and Appendix E to the Draft EIR 
does not include impacts associated with additional recovery from existing agricultural wells. The 
comment questions whether additional recovery capacity from existing wells is needed.  

Recovery facilities are described in Section 2.4.3 on page 2-10, including the number of wells, 
size, and anticipated capacity. The agricultural wells mentioned in the comment will not be used 
to increase recovery capacity, but may be used for operational flexibility or water quality 
blending purposes (Section 2.4.3, page 2-10).  

KCWA-11 
The comment states that the description of recovery scenarios does not contain sufficient 
information to determine the project’s maximum recovery operations from the Stockdale 
properties. The comment also states that the analysis does not cover use of existing agricultural 
wells.  

The anticipated recovery capacity from Stockdale East and Stockdale West is stated in Chapter 2 
on page 2-5 and 2-10, as is the anticipated recovery capacity from the third Stockdale site. As 
identified in Chapter 1 on page 1-2 and Chapter 3 on page 3-2, if and when the third Stockdale 
project site is identified, subsequent project-level environmental review will be conducted 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). Please refer to response to KCWA-10 for a 
discussion of recovery from existing agricultural wells.  

KCWA-12 
The comment states that the project will operate as a “two for one” program similar to the Strand 
Ranch Project, and requests an explanation for why there would still be a “net benefit” to the 
aquifer. The comment also states that without identifying the terms and conditions of reciprocal 
use for the third Stockdale project site, it is impossible for the Draft EIR to determine whether the 
project will benefit water levels.  
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The Draft EIR does not state that the project will operate as a “two for one” program; it mentions 
“two for one” in the context of the Strand Ranch Project and/or potential water management 
programs, but not by way of limitation. The project benefits the aquifer because water is banked 
prior to extraction and not all water recharged is extracted. In addition, Rosedale banks water 
itself specifically for overdraft correction. In response to the comment, the following text has 
been added to Chapter 1 on page 1-17:  

A review of the existing Strand Ranch Project has demonstrated that the groundwater 
banking program between IRWD and Rosedale has a benefit to the overall water balance 
within the groundwater basin. Operations of the facilities during the 2011 recharge cycle 
enabled Rosedale to recharge approximately 45,000 acre-feet of water that would not 
have otherwise come into the basin. Of this amount, Rosedale retained 25,000 acre-feet. 
Additional benefits to the basin include the loss factors applied to water banked by 
IRWD, which represents water that will be retained within the basin and may not be 
recovered.  

KCWA-13 
The comment questions whether the terms and conditions of the MOU are elements of the project 
or whether they are intended to be mitigation measures.  

As provided in the Draft EIR on page 1-12, the MOUs provide guidelines for operation and 
monitoring of Rosedale’s groundwater banking programs. The MOUs stipulate that modifications 
to Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program would be subject to an environmental review pursuant to 
CEQA. Since the proposed project would be coordinated with Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use 
Program, this EIR satisfies the CEQA requirements indicated in the MOUs (Draft EIR, page 1-
12). However, the terms and conditions of the MOUs do not constitute mitigation measures for 
the proposed project for purposes of CEQA. Mitigation measures for the proposed project that are 
included in the Draft EIR are separate and related only to the Stockdale Integrated Banking 
Project. Mitigation measures for the proposed project are found in the Summary in Table S-1. 

 The Long Term Project Recovery Operations Plan Regarding Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water 
Storage District Projects (Long Term Operations Plan; LTOP) implements some of the 
requirements of the MOU. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 1-13, the proposed project will be 
operated in accordance with the LTOP. The LTOP requires monitoring of groundwater 
conditions; annual predictions of project-related groundwater declines in the area; definition of 
negative project impact (NPI) to neighboring wells relative to no-project conditions; triggers for 
implementation of mitigation measures based on NPI that affects neighboring well operation; and 
mitigation measures to be implemented for different categories of wells.  

To summarize, the proposed project is subject to the provisions of both the MOUs and LTOP. 
The MOU itself does not constitute mitigation measures for the proposed project. The LTOP is 
included as a mitigation measure for potential impacts to groundwater levels during recovery 
operations.  
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KCWA-14 
The commenter states that potential impacts to groundwater and groundwater contamination 
related to use of the Stockdale properties for farming should be analyzed in the agricultural 
section as well as the hydrology section.  

The analysis of operational project impacts to groundwater quality due to use of the Stockdale 
Properties for farming activities is included in the Draft EIR on pages 3.9-31 and 3.9-32. In 
response to the comment, the following cross reference has been added to page 3.2-13 of the 
Draft EIR in order to link the analysis related to groundwater contamination found in Chapter 3.9 
Hydrology and Water Quality to the analysis in Chapter 3.2 for Agricultural Resources: 

Furthermore, agricultural land uses, such as annual farming, grazing, or fallowing, would 
be allowed within the basins at the Stockdale Properties when not operated for water 
recharge or water management purposes. For a discussion of water quality related to 
farming use, please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, from page 3.9-31 
to 3.9-32.   

KCWA-15 
The comment questions the type and quantity of plant cover described in the Draft EIR as 
reducing the amount of soil erosion.  

Erosion is discussed in the Draft EIR on page 3.6-15 and page 3.9-30. In response to the 
comment, the analysis in the Draft EIR on page 3.6-15 has been modified to be consistent with 
the analysis on page 3.9-30 as follows: 

During operation of the groundwater recharge basins, the recharge basins would 
contain water, which would inhibit erosion; during periods of non-recharge, the 
recharge basins would be subject to wind erosion. However, when not used for 
recharge, the basins would continue to be used for agricultural purposes. With the 
continuation of farming, grazing, or fallowing, the existing land cover would not be 
substantially altered from existing conditions and would not alter the conditions that 
affect erosion. Plant cover at the project site would minimize wind erosion. Operation 
of the Central Intake Pipeline would not contribute to wind erosion since the pipeline 
would be underground running along the edge of Stockdale East and then primarily 
beneath an existing dirt road between existing agricultural parcels. The dirt road is 
already denuded of vegetation and would be restored back to existing conditions, 
resulting in no change in erosion potential.  

KCWA-16 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss how the conversion of the Stockdale 
project sites from agricultural use to basin use will impact soil cover, loss of topsoil, and soil 
erosion.  

The impacts related to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil is discussed in Chapter 3.6 on page 3.6-
14 under Threshold 2 Soil Erosion. Potential impacts are reduced to a less than significant level 
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with implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Mitigation Measure 
HYDRO-1. Please also see response to KCWA-15 above. 

KCWA-17 
The comment requests further explanation about how the proposed project, specifically 
production wells and spreading basins, will avoid the oilfield near the Stockdale East site, and 
what steps will be taken to ensure that contamination will not spread to groundwater. The 
comment suggests adding a mitigation measure in addition to Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 to 
incorporate soil samples and removal to prevent future migration of contaminants when the 
project is operational.  

The proposed project facilities on Stockdale East will be sited to avoid the oilfield facilities and 
provide for a buffer area between oilfield and groundwater banking facilities. Implementation of 
HAZ-1 will ensure that existing contaminated soils are either avoided or removed in order to 
ensure such contamination does not migrate beyond the boundaries of the oilfield area. 

As described on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
(DOGGR) regulates statewide oil and gas activities. DOGGR supervises the drilling, operation, 
maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of onshore and offshore oil, gas, and geothermal 
wells, preventing damage to: (1) life, health, property, and natural resources; (2) underground and 
surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic use; and (3) oil, gas, and geothermal reservoirs. 
DOGGR’s programs include: well permitting and testing; safety inspections; oversight of 
production and injection projects; environmental lease inspections; idle-well testing; inspecting 
oilfield tanks, pipelines, and sumps; hazardous and orphan well plugging and abandonment 
contracts; and subsidence monitoring. DOGGR’s regulation of the injection well near Stockdale 
East, in accordance with DOGGR’s Underground Injection Control Program, is described in the 
Draft EIR on pages 3.8-12 and 3.8-13. In addition, DOGGR implements other rules and 
regulations that apply to oilfields and surface oil spills. For example, DOGGR’s San Joaquin 
Valley Oil Spill Reporting Criteria (ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/regulations/field_rule.pdf) 
would ensure that oilfield operators notify the State Office of Emergency Services within 24 
hours of any discharge of one barrel of oil or petroleum products to land (DOGGR, 1998). The 
operators of the oilfield facilities on Stockdale East would be required to comply with all 
applicable regulations, including those pertaining to hazardous material spills and remediation.  

KCWA-18 
The comment states that Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 (preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA)) is deferral of analysis because the measure might not be effective at reducing 
potential impacts to the third Stockdale project site. 

The full text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 is included on page 3.8-16 of the Draft EIR, and 
indicates that after a Phase I ESA is prepared, “the construction contractor shall be informed of 
potential hazards and shall develop appropriate plans to avoid or remediate hazards,” which 
would reduce any potential impact. Also, The Phase I ESA would be used to determine whether a 
future site is feasible for groundwater recharge. If there are hazards and contamination identified 
through the Phase 1 ESA that cannot be remediated, the site would not be acquired for the 
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project. Further, as identified in Chapter 1 on page 1-2 and Chapter 3 on page 3-2, if and when 
the third Stockdale project site is identified, subsequent project-level environmental review will 
be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). 

KCWA-19  
The comment states that there is no citation for the following statement on page 3.9-4 of the Draft 
EIR: “Recharge and recovery activities will generally increase the gradient during the early 
period of a recharge event due to the effective mounding of the groundwater table and decrease, 
flatten, or even reverse during a recovery period.” The comment requests a citation and further 
explanation for this conclusion.  

In response to the comment, a citation has been added to Section 3.9 on page 3.9-4 as follows: 

Recharge and recovery activities will generally increase the gradient during the early 
period of a recharge event due to the effective mounding of the groundwater table and 
decrease, flatten, or even reverse during a recovery period (THC, 2011). 

KCWA-20 
The comment states that there is no explanation or citation in the Draft EIR for the following 
statement on page 3.9-7: “Aquitards at depth can impede recharge efforts; however on the Kern 
Fan and in the project area, these layers impede but do not prevent recharge and recovery 
operations.” The comment states that further explanation is needed in light of the fact that the 
third Stockdale project site has not been identified. 

In response to the comment, the text of the Draft EIR has been modified for clarity on page 3.9-7 
as follows: 

Volumetric recharge rates are controlled by the porosity and permeability of the 
subsurface materials and total pond area. Throughout the Kern Fan Area and including 
the area of the third Stockdale project site, existing borehole lithologic data shows that 
subsurface sediments are highly stratified (i.e. layered) with layers of permeable sand and 
gravel interbedded with less permeable silt and clay (THC, 2011). The less permeable 
layers are referred to as aquitards, which impede the vertical flow of water (recharge) but 
do not prevent it. Aquitards at depth can impede recharge efforts; however on the Kern 
Fan and in the project area, these layers impede but do not prevent recharge and recovery 
operations. The porosity of near surface soils tend to be very important to sustaining long 
term recharges operations. Pore spaces can eventually become clogged with finer grained 
material transported by the recharge water or by bio-growths found within the recharge 
water. Local project operators periodically scrape or treat their ponds to remove clogging 
deposits and encourage the growth of certain types of plants which keep the near-surface 
soil structure open and porous.  

Successful recharge of the regional aquifer system has been demonstrated in the area of the third 
Stockdale project site through historical recharge and recovery operations at Rosedale’s West 
Basins, Enns Ponds, and Superior Basins, despite the presence of aquitards in the subsurface. 
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 KCWA-21 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should identify areas where Corcoran clay exists within 
the third Stockdale project site boundary identified on Figure 2-1. The comment states that if the 
third Stockdale project site is to be located in an area with Corcoran clay, stormwater runoff may 
be created and less recharge will be able to occur on the site.  

As stated on pages 3.9-3 and 3.9-9 of the Draft EIR, Corcoran Clay is not present in the Kern Fan 
area west of Bakersfield and does not underlie the project area. Comparison of the third Stockdale 
project site boundary with the extent of the Corcoran Clay as depicted in the Regional Geologic 
Structure Related to Ground Water Aquifers in the Southern San Joaquin Valley Ground Water 
Basin (KCWA, 1991), shows that the entire site boundary is outside the limits of the Corcoran 
Clay. 

KCWA-22 
The comment states that the Draft EIR improperly assumes that water quality samples taken from 
two wells Stockdale East and Stockdale West adequately reflect the water quality for the third 
Stockdale project site. The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze water quality at the 
third Stockdale project site in order to analyze the potential for groundwater contamination from 
an existing oil well or some other source, such as the Hondo Chemical plant. The comment states 
the analysis should be based on a broader range of well samples. The comment also states that the 
potential impacts of farming on banking lands may increase the risk of groundwater 
contamination and such an impact should be analyzed, or farming should not be allowed on 
banking lands.  

A description of groundwater quality and the factors affecting regional groundwater quality in the 
vicinity of the Stockdale properties is included in the Draft EIR on page 3.9-8. The wells on 
Stockdale East and Stockdale West were sampled to provide more specific information about 
water quality directly beneath the project sites. As discussed in Chapter 3.9 on page 3.9-11, given 
the proximity of the two wells to the identified radius of the third Stockdale site, they are also 
assumed to be reflective of water quality constituents that would be experienced at the third site. 
This is reasonable given the distance between Stockdale East and Stockdale West relative to the 
scale of the third site radius and the similarity of existing land uses at Stockdale East and 
Stockdale West relative to land uses within the third site radius (i.e., primarily agriculture). Once 
the third Stockdale project site is identified however, additional analysis related to water quality 
would be required and a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment also would be required in 
accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-1. During selection of the third Stockdale site, water 
quality and any contamination would be a critical factor in determining feasibility of a project 
location, since as stated on page 3.9-21 of the Draft EIR, once extracted, any groundwater 
pumped from the Stockdale properties would be introduced into the CVC and the California 
Aqueduct and would be subject to the pump-in water quality requirements imposed by the 
KCWA and DWR. Proximity to the Hondo Chemical site is addressed in the Draft EIR on page 
3.8-2 and 3.9-11.  

Please refer to response to KCWA-8 for a discussion of potential impacts to groundwater related 
to farming.  
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KCWA-23 
The comment states that water quality for wells tested for the proposed project exceed or are at 
the maximum containment level (MCL) for gross alpha, and expresses concern about introduction 
of such contaminants into the Cross Valley Canal (CVC). The comment also states that Rosedale 
should notify Improvement District No. 4 (ID4) of any water entering the CVC that is above 
MCLs, and that the EIR should analyze whether introduction of such water will require treatment 
or mitigation as a result of increase of gross alpha levels.  

The gross alpha levels in the groundwater underlying the project area are just at or slightly above 
the MCL requirements; the groundwater could benefit from the high quality surface water to be 
used for recharge (see Draft EIR page 3.9-21). As explained on page 3.9-21, it is IRWD’s and 
Rosedale’s responsibility to ensure that the water quality introduced into the CVC is sufficient to 
meet KCWA and DWR requirements. Any water that does not meet water quality requirements, 
or could not be blended to meet such requirements, as imposed by the conveyance facility 
operators, would not be conveyed within the canals. As such, no treatment facilities are proposed 
as part of the proposed project.  

KCWA-24 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Neighbors for Smart 
Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439] which decided the 
issue of whether an agency may omit environmental analysis of impacts on existing conditions 
and instead use only a baseline of projected future conditions. This comment also questions 
whether the Draft EIR relies upon projected future conditions as the baseline in its analysis of 
project-related groundwater level impacts.  

The Draft EIR does not use projected future conditions as the baseline for evaluating impacts on 
groundwater (or any other resource), and thus, the cited case law is not applicable. The baseline 
used to determine the projects impacts on groundwater levels was from 2004 through 2010. The 
reasons for selecting this baseline are explained in the Draft EIR (Section 1.4.2 pages 1-6 and 1-7; 
Section 3.9.1 pages 3.9.1, 3.9.8-3.9.9; Section 4.3 page 4-15). As is explained in the Draft EIR, 
groundwater levels in the project area can be highly variable (Section 3.9.1 page 3.9.9). Use of 
the 2004 through 2010 time period ensures that an outlier or transitory condition is not used as the 
baseline condition out of context and provides the public with more accurate information about 
potential impacts resulting from project operations. Groundwater levels in the project area 
experienced both historical highs and lows during the subject period. Superimposing the project’s 
recharge and recovery operations onto the historical highs and lows ensures that the potential 
impacts are realistically considered. 

In response to the comment the text of the Draft EIR has been modified for clarity on page 3.9-9 
as follows: 

Significant changes in groundwater levels have occurred during the various recharge 
and recovery cycles in the project area since 1995 when the Kern Water Bank and 
Pioneer Project began operations. Extreme changes occurred between 2007 and 2010 
when groundwater levels fluctuated as much as 246 feet between historical high levels 
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in 2007 and historical low levels in 2010 (THC, 2015). These conditions have been 
recorded at nested monitoring wells in the project area where water levels fluctuated 
from highs of approximately 282 to 305 feet amsl to lows of approximately 36 to 73 
feet amsl (Figure 3.9-2); given ground surface elevations are approximately 314 to 
328 amsl at the monitoring well locations, this translates into high groundwater levels 
of approximately 31 to 32 feet below ground surface (bgs) and low groundwater levels 
of approximately 253 to 273 bgs. For the purpose of identifying the potential effects of 
the proposed project on a range of conditions, including historical low groundwater 
levels, the period from 2004 through 2010 is selected as the baseline on which to 
superimpose proposed recharge and recovery conditions in order to determine the 
greatest potential impacts on water levels assuming the historical groundwater record 
represents the range of potential groundwater level conditions that could be expected 
in the future. Use of the 2004 through 2010 time period ensures that an outlier or 
transitory condition is not used as the baseline condition out of context and provides 
the public with more accurate information about potential impacts resulting from 
project operations. The baseline historical groundwater conditions include recharge 
and recovery operations from nearby existing banking projects (e.g., Kern Water 
Bank, Pioneer Project, Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Service District, etc.) including the 
more recently operating Strand Ranch Project.  

KCWA-25 
The comment states that the analysis of water quality for Impact HYDRO-5 relies on water 
quality samples from just two wells on Stockdale East and Stockdale West which may not reflect 
actual water quality beneath the third Stockdale site. The comment states that without additional 
water quality studies the conclusion that the introduction of surface water into the shallow zone 
will improve water quality is not based on substantial evidence. The comment also expresses 
concern about potential water quality impacts related to migration of known contaminants due to 
proximity to Hondo Chemical.  

Please refer to response to KCWA-22 for a discussion of the use of water quality samples from 
Stockdale East and Stockdale West to characterize groundwater quality in the project area, 
including the third Stockdale site. The comment cites an impact conclusion for HYDRO-1 on 
page 3.9-22 rather than the impact conclusion for HYDRO-5. The discussion under Impact 
HYDRO-5 includes a comparison of water quality constituents in surface water supplies to be 
used for recharge to groundwater quality at Stockdale East and Stockdale West (Table 3.9-2, page 
3.9-31). The data demonstrate that the water quality of the surface water sources for groundwater 
banking is in general lower in constituent concentrations than that of the local groundwater. This 
is the justification for the conclusion that proposed recharge with surface water supplies may 
improve groundwater quality.  

In response to the comment, language has been added to clarify the impact conclusion for Impact 
HYDRO-1 as follows: 

Page 3.9-22: 
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The proposed recharge activities would likely may improve underlying groundwater 
quality through the blending of high quality surface water such that no adverse effect 
on water quality would be anticipated (see discussion under Impact HYDRO-5). In 
addition, the pump-in water quality requirements would ensure that water introduced 
into the CVC and California Aqueduct would meet KCWA and DWR requirements. 

In response to the comment, language has been added to clarify the impact conclusion for Impact 
HYDRO-5 as follows: 

Page 3.9-32: 

The surface water sources for recharge generally have constituent concentrations that are 
lower than the underlying groundwater or well below drinking water MCLs, and 
therefore with blending, recharge would not substantially degrade water quality below 
drinking water standards and may improve groundwater quality would likely improve. 
The transport, use, and disposal of pesticides at Stockdale East, Stockdale West, and the 
third Stockdale project site would also be done in accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements, including regulations specific to application of pesticides within recharge 
basins and in proximity to wellheads. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would require that 
samples of soils at the Stockdale East property are analyzed and removed appropriately if 
soils contain hazardous quantities of contaminants. Therefore impacts to water quality 
would be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

Proximity to the Hondo Chemical site is addressed in Section 3.8 on page 3.8-2 and in Section 3.9 
on page 3.9-11. 

KCWA-26 
The comment states that for Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2, the use of a geotechnical engineer to 
determine whether conditions might pose a risk to subsurface structures is deferral of analysis. 
The comment states that the mitigation measure should state how and under what circumstances 
subsurface structures will be determined to be at risk through use of performance standards. The 
comment states that the mitigation measure does not state how or who will determine that a threat 
no longer exists before the project may continue operations, and that the mitigation measure 
should include specific performance standards for resuming operations.  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 states that the geotechnical engineer will identify “the critical 
depth at which shallow groundwater would pose a threat to the stability of CVC structures.” Since 
KCWA will approve the monitoring plan, KCWA will have ultimate approval authority over such 
performance standards. The mitigation measure requires specific monitoring protocols to be 
developed to prevent groundwater from reaching such a critical depth. The measure states that 
“the monitoring plan also shall identify the depth at which project operation would cease such 
that the critical depth would not be reached and the conditions under which project operation 
could resume.” Since KCWA will approve the monitoring plan, KCWA will have ultimate 
approval authority over such performance standards.  
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KCWA-27 
The comment states that there is no discussion of the impacts related to continuing agricultural 
operations and groundwater contamination at the Stockdale properties.  

This potential impact is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 3.8-11 to 3.8-13 and 3.9-31 to 3.9-
32. See also response to KCWA-8 and KCWA-14. 

KCWA-28 
The comment references and summarizes some of the issues decided in a 2010 lawsuit initiated 
by Rosedale against the Kern Water Bank Authority (and others) challenging the extent and level 
of CEQA review for the Kern Water Bank project.  

In the litigation the Court ruled that the Department of Water Resources’ EIR for the Kern Water 
Bank project failed to adequately describe, analyze, and (as appropriate) mitigate the potential 
impacts of the project associated with the anticipated use and operation of the Kern Water Bank, 
particularly as to potential groundwater and water quality impacts. The Court also ruled that the 
mitigation measures in the MOU cannot, by themselves, serve to mitigate any potentially 
significant impacts that may be identified (emphasis added). The Draft EIR does not conclude 
that the mitigation measures in the MOU do, by themselves, serve to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts from the project. Instead, the Draft EIR reaffirms Rosedale’s commitment to 
abide by the terms of the MOU (Section1.5.2 page 1-12). Please refer to response to KCWA-13 
for discussion of the relationship of the MOUs and LTOP to the proposed project. 

KCWA-29 
The comment states that Rosedale should clarify how the agency intends to comply with the 
MOU’s requirements, if the MOU is indeed a project feature and not a mitigation measure. The 
comment also states that if the MOU requirements are non-binding, the EIR should be clarified to 
identify the worst-case scenario impacts.  

Please refer to response to KCWA-13.  

KCWA-30 
The comment states that the groundwater modeling analysis in Appendix E of the Draft EIR does 
not take into consideration the third Stockdale project site, and that the Draft EIR should clarify 
how the impacts to groundwater due to operation of the third Stockdale project site are accounted 
for.  

Please refer to response to KCWA-4 through KCWA-6, KWBA-4, KWBA-11, and KWBA-16. 

KCWA-31 
The comment requests clarification regarding the proximity of the Kern River and associated 
floodplain to the third Stockdale project site.  

The comment mentions the reference to the floodplain in Chapter 3.10 Land use and Planning. 
Impacts related to flood hazards are discussed in Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality, as 
part of Threshold 8. 100-Year Flood Hazard Areas on page 3.9-33. The analysis concludes that 
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except for a small area in the northwest corner of the third Stockdale site radius the project area is 
not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3 would ensure 
that any new development associated with the third Stockdale site would not impede or redirect 
flood flows, either by requiring the project design to avoid flood hazard areas or by designing the 
project in accordance with the Kern County Floodplain Management Ordinance to ensure flood 
hazards or flood elevations on neighboring parcels are not significantly altered.  

The Draft EIR has been modified as follows on page 3.10-1 to delete reference to the Kern River 
floodplain from Chapter 3.10 Land Use and Planning: 

The Kern River and floodplain, the dominant natural feature in the vicinity of the 
Stockdale Properties, is located approximately 2.5 miles south and east of the project 
sites. 

KCWA-32 
The comment states that little information is provided in the Draft EIR on zoning of land within 
the third Stockdale site radius. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not indicate whether 
the third Stockdale project site is actually used for agriculture, and whether the General Plan land 
use designation is different from zoning. The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not 
address how the project conforms or conflicts with any applicable habitat conservation plan, 
specifically the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan.  

The majority of lands within the third Stockdale project site boundary are currently being used for 
agriculture (see aerial photo in Figure 2-1). If and when the third Stockdale project site is 
identified, the specific zoning for that site and General Plan land use designation will be 
analyzed. The General Plan land use designations and zoning designations within the third 
Stockdale site radius are shown in the Draft EIR in Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. According to the 
land use and planning CEQA Guidelines thresholds, zoning and General Plan land use 
classifications are required to be consistent. 

Figure 3.10-3 shows the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan boundaries. 
Potential conflicts with the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan are discussed on 
page 3.10-11 and 3.10-12, under Threshold 3. 

KCWA-33 
The comment states that Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 should also include land use designations for 
the property directly adjacent to the outside border of the radius for the third Stockdale project 
site, in the event that the location of the third Stockdale project site is on the border of the radius 
shown. The comment also recommends including a discussion of surrounding land uses on 
properties adjacent to the border for the third Stockdale project site, so that impacts with 
applicable land use plans can be assessed in Impact LU-1. 

In response to the comment, Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 have been revised in Section 3.10, and a 
discussion of land uses extending one mile from the third Stockdale project site boundary has 
been added to pages 3.10-3 and 3.10-10, as follows: 
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General Plan Land Use Designation
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Kern County Zoning Designation

SOURCE: ESRI 2013, Kern County 2013
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Third Stockdale Site 
The third Stockdale project site would be located within a site radius as shown on Figure 
3.10-1, and is anticipated to be primarily agricultural land. The majority of land within 
and adjacent to the outside border of the radius is designated Intensive Agriculture by the 
Kern County General Plan and is zoned Exclusive Agriculture, similar to Stockdale East 
and Stockdale West.  

Third Stockdale Site 
The location of the third Stockdale project site has not yet been determined. Land within 
the site radius shown on Figure 3.10-1 is primarily Intensive Agriculture, similar to both 
the Stockdale East and Stockdale West properties. As shown on revised Figure 3.10-1, 
land on the outside border of the radius for the third Stockdale project site is similar to 
land designated within the radius: Intensive Agriculture. As shown on Figure 3.10-2., 
land within the site radius is zoned primarily Exclusive Agriculture. As shown on Figure 
3.10-2, land on the outside border of the radius for the third Stockdale project site is 
similar to land zoned within the radius: Exclusive Agriculture. It is anticipated that the 
third Stockdale project site would be located on agricultural land designated as Intensive 
Agriculture by the Kern County General Plan, which allows for groundwater recharge 
facilities. Kern County Setback and mid-section line requirements would be adhered to, 
similar to Stockdale East and Stockdale West.  

KCWA-34 
The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates that light industrial, commercial use, and mineral 
extraction use exist in the project area. The commenter requests that these uses be identified and 
whether the project would interfere with them.  

These land use categories and specific locations are shown in Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. The 
figures include land use categories for industrial, commercial, and mineral and petroleum as 
shown in the legends. Project features would not interfere with these land uses.  

KCWA-35 
The comment states that the discussion under Land Use Impact 1 does not take into account the 
fact that the unidentified third Stockdale project site may be located in or nearby the residential 
areas shown on Figure 3.10-1. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR be updated to explain 
whether the proposed project would divide an established community.  

The analysis on page 3.10-9 of the Draft EIR states that the project features, including the third 
Stockdale project site, would be located in an agricultural and rural residential community, and 
that construction of project facilities would be consistent with existing community land use and 
would not serve to divide an established community per CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Land 
Use and Planning thresholds.  

KCWA-36 
The comment states that the discretionary approval identified for use and modification to the 
CVC should be analyzed under impact UTIL-1, specifically related to whether the project would 
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require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. The comment also questions 
whether modifications to the CVC would impair service and use of the canal and for how long, 
and questions what mitigation Rosedale intends to provide to address the impacts. The comment 
also questions whether the CVC has sufficient capacity to accommodate the project.  

The concerns presented in the comment are not environmental issues required to be addressed 
under the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds, and are not directly applicable to impact 
UTIL-1 related to water supply resources or entitlements. Section 2.5.3 of the Draft EIR indicates 
that any proposed turnout facilities associated with the CVC would be constructed within the 
CVC right-of-way and subject to approval by KCWA.  

KCWA-37 
The comment states that the alternatives analysis should be revised to explain why each 
alternative either meets or does not meet the project objectives. The commenter also states that 
the alternatives analysis should be revised after revisions to the Draft EIR are made per the 
comments above.  

The alternatives considered but rejected are included in the Draft EIR in Section 6.2.1. According 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet more of the project objectives, (ii) 
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. The analysis of 
alternatives considered but rejected in Section 6.2.1 are substantiated by at least one of these 
considerations.  

The revisions made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment letter do not change the 
alternatives analysis because new significant impacts previously unknown or recorded have not 
been identified.  

KCWA-38 
The comment states that Rosedale must provide details regarding available funding sources and 
budget constraints, before rejecting alternatives on economic grounds.  

Information about funding and budgets is not required to be presented in the alternatives analysis. 
The comment is noted for the record.  

KCWA-39 
The comment states that KCWA objects to Rosedale’s approval of the project until issues 
indicated in the comment letter are addressed in a manner “required by CEQA.” 

All comments provided by KCWA have been addressed above as required by CEQA.  

Letter 5: City of Bakersfield  
City-1 
The comment states that the City of Bakersfield (City) generally supports the goals and purposes 
of the proposed project. 
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The comment is noted for the record. 

City-2 
The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would involve the transfer of local 
water supplies out of Kern County to a large Southern California urban water district, and that the 
project proposes out-of-county water sales or transfers to the detriment of the local environment.  

Neither characterization is accurate. As explained in the Draft EIR, the proposed project consists 
of the construction and operation of recharge and recovery facilities on certain lands owned by 
Rosedale and IRWD (Section S.4 page S-5 and Section 2.1 page 2-1). For Rosedale, the proposed 
project would augment the recharge, storage, and extraction capabilities of its Conjunctive Use 
Program and provide greater operational flexibility assisting Rosedale in fulfilling its mission of 
maintaining groundwater levels within its service area (Section 2.3 page 2-3). For IRWD, the 
proposed project would enhance water supply reliability by providing contingency storage to 
augment supplies during periods when other supply sources may be limited or unavailable 
(Section 2.3 page 2-3). The Project Description does not include any transfer of local water 
supplies to IRWD nor does it propose any out-of-county water sales or transfers at all. Therefore, 
the suggested impacts to the local environment associated with transfer or sale of local water 
supplies are non-existent. 

Water recharged in the project for later recovery by IRWD may or may not include Kern River 
water. As to the use of Kern River water for project purposes, it is only proposed when available 
from water right holders under banking or temporary water service agreements (Section 2.4.2 
page 2-9) or when the Kern River is in high-flow conditions (Section 2.4.2 page 2-10). As 
explained in the response to City-77, the entities with Kern River water rights are responsible for 
developing programs that demonstrate how Kern River water will be used, and for preparing 
environmental documentation that evaluates the impacts of such programs. In response to the 
comment, clarification has been made to the Draft EIR on page 2-8: 

Should water from the sources listed below, or other sources, not suggested below be 
acquired for recharge, additional analysis may be required. subject to the discretion of 
Rosedale and IRWD. Rosedale and/or IRWD will analyze the use of identified sources 
for project purposes to determine the need for and/or extent of future analysis under 
CEQA. 

With regard to the comment’s reference to the potential detriment to the local environment from 
such use of Kern River water, as mentioned above the Kern River is not the primary source, and 
the project is not dependent on the availability of Kern River water at any particular time or at all, 
to supply recharge water for the proposed project. Surface water hydrology and water quality for 
the Kern River are generally described in the Draft EIR on pages 3.9-2 to 3.9-3. The proposed 
project itself would not change patterns or practices of water diversion from the Kern River, and 
as such, would not affect flow in the Kern River. The proposed project may recharge Kern River 
water provided by agencies with existing water rights, such as the City, as described on page 2-9 
to 2-10 of the Draft EIR. As stated above, agencies with rights to Kern River water are 
responsible for developing programs for use of Kern River water and evaluating the impacts of 
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such programs, which may include transfer or exchange of Kern River water with agencies such 
as Rosedale. 

The Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of using the water sources for groundwater 
recharge on pages 3.14-6 through 3.14-7. The Draft EIR states that the project does not require a 
new water supply and as such would not affect local water supplies. The proposed project would 
use water from the SWP and CVP depending on availability; such opportunistic use of water 
would not affect other water users or local water supplies. The proposed project would use 
appropriative water rights, including pre-1914 and post-1914 water rights and other Kern River 
water also depending on availability. As stated in the Draft EIR, pre-1914 and post-1914 water 
rights can be transferred to other parties as long as legal users of water are not injured (“no injury 
rule,” per Water Code Sections 1706 and 1702). The Draft EIR explains how the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) supervises transfers of appropriative water rights, and when 
the SWRCB is required to make a finding that the transfer will not result in unreasonable effects 
on fish or wildlife or other in-stream beneficial uses. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.14-6: 

The “no unreasonable effect” test is not the same as the evaluation of significant 
impacts under CEQA (SWRCB, 1999). Should the use of such post-1914 
appropriative water rights require evaluation of impacts to legal users and other 
environmental considerations, additional analysis may be required. Otherwise, 
given that transfers of appropriative water rights are subject to the approval of the 
transferring agency, and at times the SWRCB, and that the water code requires a 
finding of no injury, and at times a finding of no unreasonable effect, the uses of 
such waters for recharge would not result in significant impacts. 

The entities with Kern River water rights are responsible for developing programs that 
demonstrate how Kern River water will be used, and for preparing environmental documentation 
that evaluates the impacts of such programs. Kern River water utilized by the proposed project 
would occur consistent with the requirements of such environmental documentation. As such, the 
environment in and around the Kern River, including plant and animal life and aquifer underlying 
the Kern River, would not be affected by the proposed project. See also responses to City-10 and 
City-60. 

City-3 
The comment introduces the City’s concerns regarding the Draft EIR, stating that the document 
does not comply with CEQA and is deficient for various reasons, namely: (1) the Draft EIR does 
not comply with the policy, purpose or specific requirements of CEQA; (2) the Draft EIR omits 
or obscures details of the proposed project and as such fails to disclose all potential impacts of the 
project; (3) the Draft EIR and fails to consider reasonable, feasible alternatives for the proposed 
project including the “no project” alternative. 

The Draft EIR reflects a good faith effort to investigate and disclose environmental impacts of the 
project in full compliance with the requirements of CEQA. The Draft EIR presents background 
information about the proposed project in Chapter 1 and clearly presents an overview of the 
proposed project – the Stockdale Integrated Banking Project – in Chapter 2, including the 
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project’s purpose and objectives on pages 2-3 and 2-4. The environmental impacts of the project 
are documented in Chapters 3 through 5, along with accompanying appendices. The Draft EIR 
includes an Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 6, including the No Project Alternative on pages 6-7 
and 6-8. As documented in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would have no significant, 
unavoidable, or irreversible environmental impacts to the local environment or to local or 
regional water resources and supplies.  

CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a 
good-faith effort at full disclosure. [14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15003(i)]. A court does not pass upon 
the correctness of an EIR's environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient 
as an informational document. [Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 
Cal.App.3d 692, 711]. Rosedale has complied with CEQA by providing an adequate, complete, 
and good-faith effort at full disclosure in the Draft EIR and supporting technical documents. [14 
Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15003(i), 15151; Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council (1986) 181 
Cal.App.3d 852, 862: “where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient”; see 
also, Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 
378: “Responses to comments need not be exhaustive; they need only demonstrate a ‘good faith, 
reasoned analysis.’ (Citations)”]. 

City-4 
The comment states that the fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and 
general public with detailed information about the effects of a proposed project on the 
environment. Further, that CEQA analysis is intended to afford the fullest possible protection of 
the environment. The comment states that Rosedale has attempted to (i) obscure and hide the 
details of the proposed project; (ii) avoid addressing the actual goals and purpose of the proposed 
project; and (iii) avoid or minimize any real analysis of the proposed project’s impact on the 
environment. The comment further states that the proposed project will involve the transfer of 
local water supplies out of the area to Southern California. The comment further states that Kern 
County is again faced with a potential repeat of the events that occurred in the Owens Valley in 
the early part of the last century regarding water removal. 

To the contrary, on September 24, 2013, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed project 
was mailed to interested parties, responsible and trustee agencies, and the Office of Planning and 
Research, as explained in Section 1.4.1 of the Draft EIR on pages 1-5 and 1-6, and in Appendix 
A). The NOP was published in the Bakersfield Californian and Orange County Register, and a 
Notice of Completion (NOC) was sent to the State Clearinghouse. The NOP was made available 
for public review at the Beale Memorial Library in Kern County and the Heritage Park Regional 
Library in Orange County, and on IRWD’s internet site: www.irwd.com. The NOP provided a 
general description of the facilities associated with the proposed project, a summary of the 
probable environmental effects of the project to be addressed in the EIR, and a figure showing the 
project location. The NOP provided the public and interested public agencies with the opportunity 
to review the proposed project and to provide comments or concerns on the scope and content of 
the environmental review document including: the range of actions; alternatives; mitigation 
measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in the EIR. The 30-day project scoping 
period, which began with the distribution of the NOP, remained open through October 24, 2013. 
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During the scoping period two public scoping meetings were held on October 15, 2013 at 
IRWD’s district office and on October 16, 2013 at Rosedale’s district office, to allow agency 
consultation and public involvement for the Draft EIR. A public notice was placed in the local 
newspapers of general circulation in the Rosedale and IRWD service areas, the Bakersfield 
Californian and Orange County Register, to inform the general public of the scoping meeting and 
the availability of the NOP. The purpose of the meeting was to present to the public the proposed 
project and its potential environmental impacts. Attendees were provided an opportunity to voice 
comments or concerns regarding potential effects of the proposed project. Written and oral 
comments received during the scoping period were addressed in and made part of the Draft EIR.  

The Draft EIR was made to contain a description of the proposed project, description of the 
baseline environmental setting for each resource listed in the Appendices F and G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, identification of project impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative), mitigation 
measures for impacts found to be significant, and an analysis of project alternatives (Section 1.3 
page 1-5, and Appendices B through H). More specifically, during the public comment period 
and during scoping session held for the proposed project, concerns were raised regarding 
potential adverse impacts to the following: water quality; special status species; water supply 
sources for the proposed project; and adverse impacts to the City’s water supply and surrounding 
environment. As stated in the Draft EIR, these concerns have been considered during preparation 
of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EIR (Section S. 6 page S-7). 

Regarding transfer of local water supplies, and the comment associating the proposed project with 
the Owens Valley, please refer to response to City-2. In fact, by increasing groundwater recharge 
capacity in the Kern River Fan region, it is expected that the proposed project will enhance 
Rosedale’s ability to capture and retain Kern River water within the basin that might otherwise be 
lost by flowing out of the region (Section 2.4.2 pages 2-9 and 2-10).  

City-5 
The comment states that the City’s October 23, 2013, comments to the NOP set forth the City’s 
initial concerns with the project, that the City attaches, incorporates and refers to such comments 
as part of the City’s comments to the Draft EIR and does so because Rosedale had not adequately 
addressed or responded to the concerns and questions raised by the City in those comments. 
Rosedale received the City’s comments to the NOP and considered the comments during 
preparation of the Draft EIR. The comment letter from the City is included in Appendix A to the 
Draft EIR. CEQA does not require a lead agency to respond to comments provided during the 
NOP review period. CEQA only requires the lead agency to send the NOP to OPR and to 
responsible and trustee agencies (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15082); the City is not a responsible or 
trustee agency. Consultation with the City has been conducted as part of the scoping process 
under CEQA (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15083). 

The City’s NOP comments are mostly duplicative of the comments to the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, 
responses to the City’s NOP comment letter are provided in responses to City NOP-1 through 
City NOP-14, which follow these responses to the City’s Draft EIR comments. 
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City-6 
The comment states that sales and transfers of local water supplies out of the county are directly 
contrary to the policies and interests of the City, specifically a long standing policy most recently 
confirmed in 2001, that Kern River water shall not be utilized outside the boundaries of the San 
Joaquin Valley portion of Kern County.This project is not located in the City of Bakersfield and 
therefore is not governed by this policy. The comment does not specifically address the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-7 
The comment states that one of the objectives of the project is to increase IRWD’s water supply, 
particularly to develop IRWD’s groundwater recharge, storage and recovery capacity so as to 
provide increased water supply reliability for IRWD’s customers. The comment states that the 
project would allow Irvine to maintain and utilize up to 88,000 acre feet of Kern County water 
storage facilities for its own use. The comment urges that development of a water supply for 
IRWD within Kern County would involve the exportation or transfer of local water supplies out 
of Kern County, and that the project would therefore violate the City’s policy.  

The water supply mentioned in the comment will not be used to increase IRWD’s normal water 
supply. Rather, it will be used to enhance IRWD’s water supply reliability by augmenting 
supplies that would be available during time of shortage such as drought or catastrophic failures 
(Draft EIR, pages 2-3 and 2-4).  

The statement, “The project would allow Irvine to maintain and utilize up to 88,000 acre feet of 
Kern County water storage facilities for its own use” is incorrect. The project would provide 
IRWD with up to 26,000 acre feet (AF) of aquifer storage capacity under IRWD’s Stockdale 
West project site. The aquifer storage capacity was evaluated in the Draft EIR, Appendix E 
(Thomas Harder & Co., 2015). In addition, IRWD will have access to an additional 50,000 AF of 
unused aquifer storage capacity within Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Project as described in the 
Draft EIR on page 2-4. The reference to 88,000 AF for IRWD’s own use on page 2-3 includes the 
existing Strand Ranch property aquifer storage capacity. To sustain a major three-year 
interruption in imported water supplies, IRWD has determined that it needs to develop at least 
88,000 AF of water in storage in its water banking program and up to 28,000 AF per year 
capacity to recover water under this short term shortage scenario. 

The City comments that the project will directly violate the City’s policy by transferring local 
water supplies out of the County to Orange County and will negatively impact the residents of the 
City and the entire region. With respect to City’s policy and the claim that the project includes the 
transfer of local supplies to Southern California, see response to City-2 and City-6.  

City-8 
The comment states that Rosedale does not have legal authority to utilize Kern River water 
acquired from the City and/or from Isabella Reservoir during wet years for project purposes. The 
comment also states that any attempt by Rosedale to transfer Kern River water to IRWD, 
including Kern River water recharged and banked prior to recapture, would violate contractual 
commitments between Rosedale and the City.  
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The Draft EIR identifies several potential sources of recharge water including federal, state, and 
local supplies which may be acquired through transfers, balanced and unbalanced exchange 
agreements, purchase or temporary transfers, or other means as available (emphasis added). As 
indicated in Section 2.4.2 page 2-8, these sources could include the Central Valley Project (CVP), 
the State Water Project (SWP), high-flow Kern River water depending on annual availability and 
appropriative (pre-1914 and post-1914) water rights (emphasis added). It is the intent of the Draft 
EIR to evaluate impacts of recharging water from all such sources to the extent that they are 
reasonably foreseeable (Section 2.4.2 page 2-8). Considering the larger project, even if some 
portion thereof is subject to legal challenge, avoids the pitfall of piecemeal review which is 
clearly prohibited. [See California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 
Cal.App.4th 603, 619-620; Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of 
Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 165; Communities for a Better Environment v. California 
Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 114; Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. City Council of 
Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726]. Further, even if one or more legal challenge ultimately 
proves meritorious, such determination would not affect (i.e., increase) the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project. The Draft EIR examines the environmental effects of the larger project 
involving recharge water drawn from all known potential sources. If water from a particular 
source is unavailable for some reason, in whole or in part, recharge for project purposes may be 
reduced along with all associated environmental effects. 

Regarding potential violation of contractual commitments, no such violation is contemplated or 
intended. As stated in response to City-2, the proposed project does not involve a transfer of Kern 
River water from Rosedale to IRWD. As stated in the Draft EIR, Rosedale intends to recharge 
such Kern River water as is or becomes available to it through banking and temporary water 
service agreements; and IRWD intends to recharge such Kern River water as is or becomes 
available to it through its arrangement with Buena Vista Water Storage District, which may be 
extended to include the proposed project (Section 2.4.2 pages 2-9 through 2-10). See also 
response to City-32. 

Rosedale will attempt to respond to all comments. However, it should be noted that this comment 
seeks to raise issues which do not involve environmental impacts and are, therefore, beyond the 
scope and purpose of the Draft EIR. [Mani Brothers Real Estate Group v. City of Los Angeles 
(2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1401: “The focus of CEQA, both procedurally and substantively, is 
‘solely ... the potential environmental impacts of a project”]. Such comments do not warrant or 
require a response. [Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 862: 
The EIR need not respond to each comment made during the review process, but it must 
specifically respond to the most significant environmental issues raised].  

City-9 
The comment states that neither Rosedale nor IRWD have a right or permit to divert and use Kern 
River flood flows which have been declared to be unappropriated water by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  



10. Responses to Comments 
 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 10-36 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

The Draft EIR addresses Kern River flood flows as a potential source of recharge water and 
recognizes that SWRCB involvement may be required (emphasis added) (Section 2.4.2 page 2-9, 
Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). See also response to City-8. 

City-10 
The comment states that, given the close relationship between Rosedale and the City, the 
proposed project will necessarily have significant impacts on the City and its water supply. The 
comment also states that the proposed project is located adjacent to the City's primary recharge 
facility, the 2800 Acre Recharge Facility “2800 Acres”, and the Kern River, the City’s primary 
water source. The comment also states that the City’s water supplies are threatened by drought, 
increased pumping, and increased demand on local supplies, and opines that implementation of 
the proposed project will likely exacerbate the current adverse water conditions faced by the City, 
to the detriment of the City and its residents.  

Impacts on the City resulting from the proposed project are expected to be less than significant. 
Among other things, the proposed project is consistent with the Metropolitan Bakersfield General 
Plan (December 2002), the Metropolitan Bakersfield Draft General Plan Update: Existing 
Conditions, Constraints, and Opportunities Report (April 2009), and the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
General Plan Update EIR (June 2002), as discussed in the Draft EIR in the following locations: 
Section 3.1.2 pages 3.1-4 to 3.1-5; Section 3.2.2 pages 3.2-7 to 3.2-8; Section 3.6.2 pages 3.6-11 
to 3.6-12; Section 3.10.1 pages 3.10-1 to 3.10-2; Figure 3.10-1; Section 3.10.3 pages 3.10-10 to 
3.10-11). Also, construction and operation of the proposed project does not conflict with the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan to the extent applicable, as discussed in 
Section 3.4.3 pages 3.4-27 to 3.4-28; Figure 3.10-3; Section 3.10.3 pages 3.10-11 to 3.10-12. As 
stated in the Draft EIR, groundwater banking projects are designed to maintain a positive project 
balance such that no net water would be removed from the basin. The projects operate by 
recharging water in wet years and recovering water in dry years. Water banks only recover water 
up to the amount previously banked minus an amount to account for losses to the basin. Thus, 
long term trends have shown improvements in groundwater levels, when compared to a no-
project condition (see Section 4.3 at page 4-14). 

The proposed project facilities are neither adjacent to the 2800 Acre Recharge Facility nor the 
Kern River; they are nearly 2 miles from the 2800 Acre Recharge Facility and more than 3 miles 
from the nearest well that serves City citizens. Impacts to groundwater levels in areas in 
proximity to the project site that may affect City citizens were evaluated in Draft EIR Appendix 
E. At the closest well the impacts are expected to be less than 5 feet (Appendix E, Figures 15-18, 
23-26). See also responses to City-83 and City-84.  

Regarding threatening of water supplies and exacerbation of the City’s adverse water conditions, 
the opposite is true. As stated in the Draft EIR, California has responded to the very concerns 
expressed by the City by enacting the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014. 
Prominent among the measures intended to avoid continued groundwater decline is the 
development and implementation of conjunctive use programs utilizing underground storage, 
such as the proposed project. Thus, it is specifically provided that every Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan shall include where appropriate “[a]ctivities implementing, opportunities for, 
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and removing impediments to, conjunctive use or underground storage” (CWC Section 
10727.4(f)). (See also Draft EIR, Section 3.9.2, page 3.9-17). To repeat, water banks only recover 
water up to the amount previously banked minus an amount to account for losses to the basin. 
Thus, long term trends have shown improvements in groundwater levels, when compared to a no-
project condition (Section 4.3 page 4-14). By augmenting the recharge, storage and future 
extraction capacities of Rosedale and IRWD, the proposed project supports Governor Jerry 
Brown’s conservation initiatives by providing water supply reliability for future conditions. If the 
residual impacts of the California drought continue into the future, the proposed project will assist 
in providing a reliable water source to ameliorate effects of the 2014 drought (Section 2.3 page 2-
4).  

City-11 
The comment states that the City is concerned that Rosedale is proposing to implement a new 
project that will involve further extraction at already depleted and threatened local groundwater 
resources. The comment includes an excerpt from Governor Jerry Brown’s Executive Order from 
April 1, 2015, which states that California’s water supplies are severely depleted due to the 
drought including “shrinking supplies in underground water basins.” 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR on page 2-4, the proposed project supports Governor 
Jerry Brown’s conservation initiatives in response to the State of Emergency declared in January 
and April of 2014, by providing water supply reliability for future conditions. The proposed 
project will not affect the availability of water during the current and ongoing drought because 
water must be recharged prior to extraction; and water for recharge is not expected to be available 
during dry conditions. The proposed project would not compete for limited dry-year water 
supplies. The project would provide benefits during future drought periods by providing 
additional opportunities to replenish the basin when supplies are available for recharge in project 
facilities. 

The proposed project is a groundwater banking project and would result in a net benefit to the 
groundwater basin, given that any water pumped from the underlying basin would be water 
previously recharged and stored as part of Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program. The proposed 
project serves to recharge water during average and above-average hydrologic conditions so that 
during future periods when water supplies are constrained, such as during the current ongoing 
drought, water is available to mitigate shortages.  

City-12 
The comment states that the State of California has recently adopted the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act (SGMA) to address and alleviate adverse groundwater conditions in the State. 
The comment states that the SGMA calls for sustainable management of groundwater resources 
and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has identified the Kern County sub-
basin as being in a critical condition of overdraft. 

The comment does not specifically address the Draft EIR. The SGMA is described in the Draft 
EIR on page 3.9-17 and 3.9-18. The SGMA does not preclude implementation of conjunctive use 
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programs such as the proposed project. For a further discussion of SGMA, please refer to 
response to City-10. 

City-13 
The comment states that the City relies on the groundwater basin as its primary source of drinking 
water and complains that unreasonable and unsustainable pumping of groundwater in the region 
threatens the quantity and quality of this supply. The comment also states that the City is 
concerned that a number of local water districts have reacted to recent drought conditions by 
pumping excessive and increasingly voluminous quantities of water from the local groundwater 
basin at a rapid and unsustainable rate.  

The comment regarding unsustainable pumping does not specifically address the environmental 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR or project operations. The comment is noted for the record. 

The comment expresses the view that such excessive pumping has dramatically lowered 
groundwater levels in the basin, negatively impacted City wells, and significantly accelerated 
overdraft conditions in the basin. Please refer to response to City-10.  

City-14 
The comment states that the City has experienced rapidly declining water levels in the 2800 acres, 
has had to lower well screens to keep wells operational, and has seen other wells in the vicinity of 
Rosedale go dry. The comment also disputes that the proposed project will only pump water that 
has been spread. The comment opines that banking projects (i) create demands and stresses on 
basins which practically have not been offset or alleviated by prior spreading; (ii) do not take into 
account pumping by other individuals and entities in the project area; (iii) do not take into 
account migration of the spread water out of the project area; and, as a result, (iv) fail to 
recognize that banked water is not actually available for extraction.  

The comment about the City’s 2800 acres wells does not specifically address the environmental 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, water banks only recover water up to the amount previously banked 
minus an amount to account for losses to the basin. Thus, long term trends have shown 
improvements in groundwater levels, when compared to a no-project condition (Section 4.3 page 
4-14). It is not correct to say that the Draft EIR fails to take into account pumping by other 
individuals and entities in the project area since current pumping is included in the baseline upon 
which project impacts are evaluated (Chapter 3.9, page 3.9-22) and current and future pumping is 
included in the analysis of cumulative impacts (Chapter 4, Cumulative impacts, page 4-1). See 
also response to KWBA-3, City-63, and City-66. Neither is it correct to say that the Draft EIR 
ignores migration of stored water since the proposed project will be operated subject to 
Rosedale’s MOUs which address, among other things, potential migration losses (Section 1.5.2 
page 1-10; Appendix B-1 page 9; Appendix B-2 page 9).  



10. Responses to Comments 
 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 10-39 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

City-15 
The comment references a 2010 lawsuit initiated by Rosedale against the Kern Water Bank 
Authority (and others) challenging the extent and level of CEQA review for the Kern Water Bank 
project.  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-16 
The comment references a 2010 lawsuit initiated by Rosedale against the Kern Water Bank 
Authority (and others) challenging the extent and level of CEQA review for the Kern Water Bank 
project.  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-17 
The comment references a 2010 lawsuit initiated by Rosedale against the Kern Water Bank 
Authority alleging a breach of contract.  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-18 
The comment questions how Rosedale can ascribe negative environmental impacts to an 
“adjacent, similar banking project” and then claim that its own “nearly identical banking project” 
will not have the same negative environmental impacts.  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment states that Rosedale has failed to comply with CEQA by (i) failing to disclose 
baseline conditions and (ii) failing to accurately or properly assess the impacts of its own banking 
and extraction program.  

As required by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15126, the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, 
beginning on page 3-1, provides an analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project 
with respect to existing baseline conditions. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project are 
evaluated in Chapter 4. Regional and local baseline conditions were considered to be the time the 
NOP was published, with the exception of the baseline used to evaluate impacts to groundwater. 
The groundwater baseline is described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, beginning 
on page 3.9-1. The Draft EIR also assesses the impacts of the proposed project and includes, as 
Appendix E, a detailed “Analysis of Potential Groundwater Level Changes from Recharge and 
Recovery at the Stockdale West and Stockdale East Facilities” (Chapter 3 beginning on page 3-1; 
Appendix E). The additional analysis that supports the assessment of cumulative impacts as 
described in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR has been added to this Final EIR for clarity (see 
Appendix I and response to KWBA-3). 
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City-19 
The comment states that Rosedale has failed to disclose local groundwater conditions, now made 
worse by the current drought and increased groundwater pumping. The comment states that such 
failure calls into question the baseline conditions and impacts included within the entire Draft 
EIR.  

Rosedale has, to the best of its ability, accurately described baseline groundwater levels based on 
historical hydrological conditions (Section 3.9, beginning on page 3.9-1). For its impact analysis, 
the baseline for groundwater levels is based on historical hydrological conditions during a study 
period that includes the maximum historical high and low groundwater levels in the project area 
(Section 3.9.1 page 3.9-1). The Draft EIR recognizes that, due to drought conditions, groundwater 
levels have dropped to historic lows in 2010 and again in 2014 in the project area (Section 3.9.1 
page 3.9-4). 

City-20 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide clear and convincing justification for the 
proposed project, and, in the absence thereof, assumes that the proposed project is primarily a 
money making venture for Rosedale. 

Project objectives are set forth in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need for the 
proposed project is delineated in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR. As stated, Rosedale requires the 
proposed project primarily to augment the recharge, storage, and extraction capabilities of its 
existing Conjunctive Use Program as well as provide greater operational flexibility assisting 
Rosedale in fulfilling its mission of maintaining groundwater levels within its service area 
(Section 2.3 page 2-3). IRWD requires the proposed project primarily to enhance water supply 
reliability for IRWD by providing contingency storage to augment supplies during periods when 
other supply sources may be limited or unavailable as well as to restore storage capacity lost to 
unbalanced exchanges (Section 2.3 page 2-3). With respect to the claimed marketing and sale of 
local water resources to Southern California interests, see response to City-2. 

City-21 
The comment states that the project description is incomplete, vague and misleading in that 
Rosedale fails to describe necessary, essential and required details of the proposed project, 
notably, necessary and required details regarding the sources of water that will be utilized in the 
proposed project.  

The comment is not supported by substantial evidence. Here, the project description is contained 
in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR and includes an “Overview and Project Location” in Section 2.1; a 
statement of project objectives in Section 2.2; an explanation of the purpose and need for the 
project in Section 2.3; a description of the proposed project in Section 2.4, including its recharge 
facilities in Section 2.4.1, its recharge water supplies in Section 2.4.2, its recovery facilities in 
Section 2.4.3, and its conveyance facilities in Section 2.4.4; a description of project construction 
activities in Section 2.5; a description of project operations in Section 2.6, maintenance in Section 
2.7, and approvals in Section 2.9. The sources of water that may be utilized in connection with 
the proposed project are identified as whatever is or becomes available to Rosedale or IRWD at 
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any time, and from time to time, from any source, potentially including federal, state, and local 
supplies (emphasis added; Section 2.4.2 page 2-8). The Draft EIR goes on to discuss in greater 
detail those sources of supply deemed reasonably foreseeable, namely Central Valley Project 
(CVP) water, the State Water Project (SWP) water, high-flow Kern River water depending on 
annual availability and appropriative (pre-1914 and post-1914) water rights (Section 2.4.2 page 2-
8). Since this list is not exclusive, the Draft EIR states that Rosedale and/or IRWD will analyze 
the use of identified sources for project purposes to determine the need for and/or extent of future 
analysis under CEQA (Section 2.4.2 page 2-8 as modified in response to City-2). Finally, the 
Draft EIR acknowledges that these sources of water “…would be available only during certain 
conditions and subject to the requirements of DWR, SWRCB and the water rights’ holders. 
Agreements would be made, as necessary, in advance of any water exchanges or transfers” 
(Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). The project description includes all the information required by 
CEQA to comprise an adequate description of the project without supplying extensive detail 
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines 
§15124). 

City-22 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [County of Inyo v. City 
of Los Angeles (1977) 71Cal.App.3d185, 192 and San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. 
County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for the record. 

City-23 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Sierra Club v. City of 
Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 533; County of Inyo, 71 Cal.App.3d at 192-193; and 
Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d. 818, 830].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for the record. 

City-24 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 399-400; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center, 27 Cal.App.4th at 
729; County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931; and 
McQueen v. Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1143].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-25 and City-26 
The comment restates language in the Draft EIR on page 2-8 regarding the sources for recharge 
water associated with the proposed project. The comment states that the Draft EIR provides little 
additional information regarding the potential sources of water for the project, and fails to provide 
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any details regarding the quantity of water available from the identified sources, present and past 
uses of the water sources, the circumstances under which Rosedale or Irvine would acquire the 
water from the sources and projected future use of water utilized in the project. The comment also 
states that it is unclear whether the water would be used within Rosedale or Irvine.  

The potential sources of water for the project are described in the Draft EIR Section 2.4.2. The 
foreseeable sources of the water include the Central Valley Project, the State Water Project 
(SWP), and high-flow Kern River water. The quantity of water available from the identified 
sources would be subject to and dependent on availability, and SWP allocations and approval. 
The circumstances under which Rosedale or IRWD would recharge water for project purposes are 
described in the Draft EIR Section 2.6.1. Evidence of the variability of water availability is 
illustrated by the statement that in 2008 there were no water deliveries for banking in Rosedale’s 
existing program, while in 2011, banking water deliveries totaled approximately 245,000 AF for 
recharge (Draft EIR, page 2-21). See also response to City-2 regarding the identified water 
supplies. 

The Draft EIR describes that the project will be used to support uses within the respective service 
areas of Rosedale and IRWD (see Section 2.3, page 2-3). See response to City-48. As explained 
in Section 2.4 on page 2-5, the recharge capacities for the Stockdale Properties are estimated to be 
approximately 27,100 acre-feet per year (AFY) for Stockdale West and approximately 19,000 
AFY for Stockdale East. Based on the characteristics of Stockdale East and Stockdale West, a 
third proximate site of up to 640 acres may have recharge capacities of approximately 52,500 
AFY. 

City-27 
The comment requests additional information as to the definition of “fourth priority non-CVP 
South of Delta Contractor” and “CVP Section 215 flood water”. The comment also states that the 
Draft EIR does not identify the quantity of CVP water that might be available for the project and 
the amount of CVP water delivered to Rosedale in the past. 

Section 215 refers to a section in the Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 (Public Law 97-293) 
which defines temporary water supplies that are unusually large and not storable for project 
purposes and, among other measures, allows non-storable water to be applied to lands otherwise 
ineligible to receive federal water. As a fourth priority non-CVP South of Delta Contractor, if the 
Section 215 water is received by Rosedale via the Sacramento Delta it can only take if it can be 
made available at O’Neill Forebay and the Mendota Pool. These supplies are based on non-
storable flood flows which makes speculation as to availability and ratios extremely difficult due 
to climate change and further environmental restrictions.  

City-28 
The comment requests additional information as to the definition of “Table A allocation,” 
“Article 21 water” and “exchange State Water Contractor”.  

“Table A allocation” is the percentage (allocation) of the amount that the State Water Project has 
available to deliver to the various contact holders in a given water year according to the amounts 
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they originally contracted for according to exhibit “Table A” of the State Water Project long-term 
contracts. “Article 21 water” is a water supply program administered by the State Water Project 
per Article 21 of the same long-term contracts whereby contract holders may acquire additional 
supplies when non-storable supplies become available in the Sacramento Delta. The term 
“exchange State Water Contractor” is as an entity with a long-term contract with the State Water 
Project who wishes to do an exchange (swap) of water with another entity in order to acquire a 
water management benefit, usually in terms of improved water supply or scheduling to best meet 
demands. These supplies are often based on non-storable flood flows which makes speculation as 
to availability and ratios extremely difficult due to climate change and further environmental 
restrictions.  

City-29 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 405]. The comment states that, absent further explanation and definition of 
the “primary terms and concepts” used in the Draft EIR, the document fails as an informational 
document.  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

Please refer to responses to City-27 and City-28 above and City-50 below. Other than the terms 
identified in those comments, the comment fails to identify specific terms and concepts which are 
not explained or defined in the Draft EIR and is not supported by substantial evidence. The Draft 
EIR makes every attempt to explain and define primary terms and concepts, including acronyms 
(TOC page iv – viii).  

City-30 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Planning & 
Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892, 908; Santa 
Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 
Cal.App.4th 715, 722; California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005) 133 
Cal.App.4th 1219, 1238-1239, 1244].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The cases cited are not applicable because the project is not a development project that is 
dependent on an annual supply. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-31 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide necessary details about the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (MWD) via the Municipal Water District of Orange County 
(MWDOC) source, past uses, current uses, quantities, or availability of the potential water 
supplies. The statement that water purchased from MWD would be subject to supply and 
conveyance capacity availability provides no helpful, relevant or useful information regarding 
this water supply. 
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Information about MWD as a source of water for IRWD to recharge under the proposed project is 
provided in the Draft EIR on page 2-9. Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR describes MWD’s water 
supplies for its entire service area through the year 2035 (see Table 5-4, MWD’s single dry year 
supply capability and total water demand). Section 5.3 further indicates that MWD has identified 
local projects and conservation measures to meet demand in its service area and maintain 
reliability in light of increased pressure on MWD’s primary supplies from the Colorado River and 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.  

City-32 
The comment states that the description of appropriative water rights potentially available for 
project purposes is (i) incomplete, vague and deficient and (ii) contains significant omissions and 
errors. The comment states that such Kern River water rights will apparently be the primary water 
source for the proposed project and, therefore, the lack of details is particularly problematic. The 
comment also states that the Draft EIR provides few details regarding water service agreements 
under which Kern River water would become available for project purposes. The comment states 
that there is no information regarding the duration, or term, of the agreements, current or alternate 
uses of the water, place and method of delivery, and priority and pricing information. The 
comment further states that there is also no information regarding the circumstances under which 
Kern River water would be available pursuant to the referenced agreements, the quantity of water 
available, when water would be available, how it would be available, and why it would be 
available. 

The comment fails to identify any omissions and errors, significant or otherwise, and is not 
supported by substantial evidence. For IRWD, the Draft EIR specifically identifies pre-1914 
appropriative water made available through an Exchange Program with Buena Vista Water 
Storage District (BVWSD) as a potential source of water if the agreement is extended to include 
the project lands (Section 1.5.3 page 1-17; Section 2.4.2 page 2-9). It is noted that this source of 
supply was used by IRWD to recharge up to 10,000 acre feet on the Stockdale West property in 
connection with its 2011 Pilot Project (Section 1.5.3 page 1-18). For Rosedale, the Draft EIR 
specifically identifies Kern River water made available to Rosedale through water service 
agreements with the City and from BVWSD and other Kern River interests through banking and 
temporary water service agreements (Section 2.4.2 page 2-9). For both it is clearly stated that the 
actual availability of Kern River water for project purposes may depend on appropriate 
arrangements with the holders of these appropriative water rights as well as entities having 
jurisdiction over them (Section 2.8 page 2-25; Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). Given these 
limitations, there is no reason to assume that Kern River water rights will be the primary water 
source for the proposed project. In addition, the Draft EIR lists multiple potential sources of water 
for the project in Section 2.4.2, including the Central Valley Project and the State Water Project. 
Please also refer to response to City-2.  

Details as to how, where, when and in what quantities specific amounts of Kern River water will 
be or become available for project purposes depend on many variables, are speculative and 
cannot be provided. Neither is this information required for a project that is not dependent on the 
availability of Kern River water at any particular time or at all (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15124). The 
proposed project does not require the availability of Kern River water to function but clearly 
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contemplates that Rosedale and IRWD will work with, not against, the Kern River water right 
holders and the Kern River Watermaster to minimize any loss of local water supplies that might 
occur in the absence of the proposed project (Section 2.4.2 page 2-9, 2-10; Section 3.14.3 page 
3.14-7).  

City-33 
The comment requests additional information regarding historical deliveries of Kern River water 
to Rosedale. The comment also requests additional information regarding the present and 
projected uses of the project water supplies.  

As explained in the Draft EIR, Kern River water is only one potential source of water for project 
recharge (Draft EIR Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). The proposed project is not dependent on the 
availability of Kern River water in any particular amount, at any particular time, or at all. Thus, 
information regarding historical deliveries of Kern River water to Rosedale would not add any 
meaningful information to the environmental review that is required by CEQA. See also response 
to City-21. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing response, Rosedale receives Kern River water from Buena Vista 
Water Storage District via a long-term banking arrangement whereby it provides recharge 
capacity for high-flows and returns water on an annual basis either via exchange of its available 
State Water Project supplies or recovery capacity. Rosedale also acquires Kern River water from 
Buena Vista Water Storage District via short-term water acquisition programs to offset in-district 
demands by either groundwater recharge or direct irrigation deliveries. It is expected that these 
practices will continue. Rosedale also receives Kern River water from the City via a water supply 
contract (Agreement 76-80) to offset in-district demands. It is expected that these deliveries will 
also continue. 

City-34 
The comment refers to the Kern River Water Service Agreement between Rosedale and the City, 
dated August 31, 1961, as amended by Agreement 76-80, dated June 30, 1976, saying that such 
agreement restricts the place of use of Kern River water received by Rosedale. The comment 
suggests that implementation of the proposed project would violate the agreement. The comment 
concludes that the failure of the Draft EIR to identify and discuss such restrictions and limitation 
violates CEQA disclosure requirements, and fails to provide an accurate, complete and proper 
description of the project.  

With respect to the implication that the proposed project violates Rosedale’s contractual 
obligations, the comment does not involve environmental impacts and is, therefore, beyond the 
scope of the Draft EIR. See response to City-8.  

With respect to CEQA disclosure requirements and the adequacy of the project description, the 
Draft EIR specifically states that “[s]ources of water to serve as recharge waters would be 
available only during certain conditions and subject to the requirements of DWR, SWRCB and 
the water rights’ holders. Agreements would be made, as necessary, in advance of any water 
exchanges or transfers” (Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). 
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City-35 
The comment requests additional information regarding information of deliveries of Kern River 
flood release water to Rosedale.  

As stated above in response to City-33, the proposed project is not dependent on the availability 
of Kern River water in any particular amount, at any particular time, or at all. Nevertheless, from 
the period of 2004 to present, Rosedale received 20,688 acre-feet in 2006 and 16,180 acre-feet in 
2011. Flood release water becomes available, typically in the late spring and summer months, 
when available Isabella Reservoir storage is, or is expected to be exceeded absent additional 
releases.  

City-36 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to disclose that the SWRCB has determined that the 
Kern River is no longer fully appropriated and that the water released from Lake Isabella for 
flood control purposes or under mandatory release conditions is unappropriated water. The 
comment further complains that the Draft EIR fails to disclose that Rosedale has filed an 
application with the SWRCB to appropriate these Kern River flood flows. The comment also 
states that the water released from Isabella Reservoir, as described in the Draft EIR, is the same 
unappropriated water that is the subject of Rosedale's application to appropriate and states that 
Rosedale’s failure to disclose that fact violates the intent and specific requirements of CEQA.  

With respect to any interpretation of SWRCB rulings, the comment does not involve 
environmental impacts and is, therefore, beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. See response to City-
8. As to disclosure, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the SWRCB has determined that the Kern 
River is no longer fully appropriated (Section 4.2.4 page 4-7, 4-8, 4-9) and that Rosedale has filed 
an application to appropriate Kern River water (Section 4.2.4 page 4-9). 

The assumption regarding unappropriated water released from Lake Isabella is incorrect and the 
failure to disclose is non-existent. Water released from Lake Isabella is only considered by the 
SWRCB to be unappropriated water when the Kern River – California Aqueduct Intertie is open, 
which allows Kern River water to flow into the California Aqueduct and out of Kern County.  

City-37 
The comment suggests that Rosedale’s failure to disclose its application to appropriate Kern 
River water, by itself, establishes that the project description is incomplete and inaccurate. The 
comment contends that the Draft EIR should have indicated that SWRCB approval of Rosedale’s 
application to appropriate is a necessary component of, or prerequisite for, the proposed project. 
The comment also states that the Draft EIR fails to disclose that several other parties, including 
the City, have filed applications with the SWRCB to appropriate any unappropriated Kern River 
water, including water released from Isabella Reservoir. The comment suggests that, if one of the 
other parties obtains rights to unappropriated Kern River water, including “mandatory release” 
water from Isabella reservoir, the water will not be available for use in the proposed project.  

Regarding disclosure of Rosedale’s application, see response to City-36. As to the project 
description, it would be inaccurate to state that the proposed project is, in any way, dependent on 
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SWRCB approval of Rosedale’s application to appropriate Kern River water. As explained in the 
Draft EIR, Kern River water (flood flow or otherwise) is only one potential source of water for 
project recharge (emphasis added; Section 3.14.3 page 3.14-7). It is also clearly stated in the 
Draft EIR that “[t]he proposed project does not require a new water supply” (Section 3.14.3 page 
3.14-6). 

As to disclosure of other parties’ applications, the Draft EIR states that the “…entities filing 
petitions [to appropriate Kern River water] include Rosedale, KCWA, KWBA, Buena Vista 
Water Storage District, the City, and North Kern Water Storage District/City of Shafter” (Section 
4.2.4 page 4-9). As stated above, from a project perspective, it is immaterial which entity, if any, 
obtains rights to unappropriated Kern River water. 

City-38 
The comment states that Rosedale has failed to comply with CEQA by failing to address potential 
impacts and uncertainties with regard to the water supply for the proposed project. The comment 
also cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Friends of the Eel River v. 
Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 864, 88].  

Such potential impacts and uncertainties do not exist with regard to water supply. See responses 
to City-41 and City-42. Impacts associated with recharge of potential water supplies included in 
the Draft EIR in Section 2.4.2 are evaluated in Chapter 3.9, including impacts to water levels 
(pages 3.9-21 to 3.9-30) and impacts to water quality (3.9-31 to 3.9-32). As previously discussed 
in response to City-2, additional environmental analysis may be required for the use of specific 
water sources for project purposes. 

The comment citing legal principals and reference to case law does not specifically address the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-39 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [California Oak 
Foundation, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1226].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-40 
The comment states that, in contravention of CEQA, the Draft EIR provides insufficient 
information regarding Kern River water supplies potentially available or intended for use in the 
proposed project, especially when the same is assumed to be the primary water source for the 
proposed project.  

Please see response to City-32 through City-37.  
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City-41 
The comment suggests that the water supply description in the Draft EIR violates the 
requirements of CEQA based on the holding in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, 
Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 432.  

With respect to the adequacy of the water supply description for the proposed project, see 
response to City-21 and City-32 through City-37. 

The comment cites Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho 
Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 432 for the proposition that future water supplies must bear a 
likelihood of actually proving available, i.e., speculative sources and unrealistic allocations are 
insufficient bases for decision-making under CEQA. Vineyard involved construction of a large 
development tract. The principal disputed issue was how firmly future water supplies for the 
proposed project must be identified or, to put the question in reverse, what level of uncertainty 
regarding the availability of water supplies can be tolerated in an EIR for a land use plan. The 
proposed project is not a development project, and water supplies for the project are different 
from water supplies for a development project. As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 5.4, the 
proposed project would not be capable of providing water every year and therefore cannot 
support continuous demands associated with population growth. As also discussed in the Draft 
EIR Section 3.9, Threshold 2, extraction would be limited to the amount previously recharged 
less losses. Unlike a development project which will represent a continuous firm demand, the 
proposed project would not support a firm demand but an enhancement of IRWD’s ability to 
respond to drought conditions and potential water supply interruptions, and operational flexibility 
for implementation of Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program. Clearly, Vineyard has no application 
to the proposed project but, even if it did, the Draft EIR would not be deficient even if the Kern 
River water supply fails to materialize. The Draft EIR examines the environmental effects of the 
larger project, i.e., recharge and recovery of various sources of water foreseeably available. The 
project potentially provides IRWD with supplemental supplies that can be used under scenarios 
such as MWD shortage due to drought, catastrophic failures of water conveyance infrastructure, a 
shut-down of Delta water supply, or water quality issues in the SWP, and then only if and to the 
extent water has been banked in the project. It would also provide Rosedale with operational 
flexibility by augmenting the recharge, storage, and extraction capacity of Rosedale’s 
Conjunctive Use Program to assist with fulfillment of its mission of maintaining groundwater 
levels within its service area and its obligations to existing participants in its Conjunctive Use 
Program. Availability of supplies for the project is evaluated, not as to availability to provide a 
part of the normal supply as they would need to be for a development project, but as opportunities 
for exchanges or transfers that may be available on a short term or long term basis for recharge 
and banking. Replenishment of the bank can be timed by Rosedale and IRWD according to these 
opportunities. If access to a particular source is ultimately determined to be legally impermissible 
for some reason, in whole or in part, project operations may be reduced along with potential 
environmental effects. Considering the larger project, even if the same is subject to legal 
challenges, avoids the pitfall of piecemeal review.  
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City-42 
The comment suggests that the water supply description in the Draft EIR violates the 
requirements of CEQA based on the holding in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, 
Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412 as further explained in Habitat & 
Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277 .  

Please refer to response to City-41 regarding how water supply was addressed in the Draft EIR.  

In the Vineyard case, since houses require a firm water supply, and since the proposed water 
supply was not firm, discussion of alternatives was considered necessary. Ultimately, the court 
found that in the Vineyard case, the FEIR's long-term water supply discussion suffered from lack 
of substantial evidence to support its key factual conclusion. The court stated: “On the factual 
question of how future surface water supplies will serve this project as well as other projected 
demand in the area, the project FEIR presents a jumble of seemingly inconsistent figures for 
future total area demand and surface water supply, with no plainly stated, coherent analysis of 
how the supply is to meet the demand….In this respect, the FEIR water supply discussion fails to 
disclose ‘the ‘analytic route the ... agency traveled from evidence to action’ and is thus not 
‘sufficient to allow informed decision making.’” [Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at pp. 444-445]. Here, the 
proposed project does not demand a firm water supply and, even if it did, the analytic route from 
evidence to action is clearly provided. 

City-43 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to describe the intended use of water extracted 
through the proposed project, including where the water will be used, how it will be used, and 
how much of the water will be used by different entities for various purposes. 

As part of the project objectives and statement of purpose and need for the project (on page 2-3 of 
the Draft EIR), it is stated that the proposed project would provide additional recovery capacity 
for Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program. Rosedale operates it Conjunctive Use Program for the 
benefit of landowners within its service area as well as its Conjunctive Use Program partners 
(Draft EIR page 1-9). Water recovered by Rosedale under the proposed project would be used by 
landowners within its service area or by Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program partners. 

For IRWD, the objectives state that the project would provide recovery capacity to provide 
IRWD customers with increased water supply reliability. Water recovered by IRWD under the 
proposed project would be used by IRWD customers within its service area or by IRWD’s 
exchange partners (Draft EIR page 2-22).  

City-44 
The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates in Figure 2-2 that the proposed well locations on 
the Stockdale Properties are approximate and subject to change during final design. 

The comment is noted for the record.  
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City-45 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not provide specific, detailed information 
regarding the recovery of banking water in the proposed project. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR does not identify Irvine’s “program partners,” or explain how or why they might 
receive water from the Program, and that the omission of such important details regarding the 
project does not comply with CEQA requirements, and prevents the Draft EIR from properly 
reviewing the impacts of the project on the environment. 

Figure 2-2 on page 2-7 shows where the recovery wells are expected to be located. Section 2.4.3 
on page 2-10 describes the design and anticipated recovery capacity. Section 1.5.3 on pages 1-15 
through 1-19 includes a description of the IRWD water management program including partners. 
Section 1.5.1 on page 1-9 to 1-10 includes a description of the Rosedale Conjunctive Use 
Program and the “assessment of integrated operation” completed in 2011, which includes a 
summary of Rosedale projects, commitments, and partners. 

It is not known what entities might become program partners with IRWD, which depends on 
available opportunities that are identified by IRWD from time to time as they arise for water 
supplies for banking. Historic IRWD program partner activity is described in the Draft EIR 
Section 1.5.3 – “Strand Ranch Integrated Banking Project.” Currently, BVWSD is IRWD’s only 
Strand Ranch program partner, and impacts associated with the BVWSD/IRWD Exchange 
Program have been evaluated pursuant to CEQA as cited in the Draft EIR on page 1-17 (i.e., 
Krieger & Stewart, 2009, State Clearinghouse No. 2009011008). The Draft EIR specifically 
identifies pre-1914 appropriative water made available through an Exchange Program with 
BVWSD as a potential source of water if the agreement is extended to include the project lands 
(Section 1.5.3 page 1-17; Section 2.4.2 page 2-9).   

City-46 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not indicate how much water would be produced by 
the proposed project. 

As the comment itself quotes, the anticipated recovery capacity of the proposed project’s 
recovery facilities is found on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR: approximately 11,250 AFY at 
Stockdale West, approximately 7,500 AFY at Stockdale East, and approximately 22,500 AFY at 
the third site.  

City-47 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not explain how much water would be extracted on 
an annual basis, when the water would be extracted, and under what circumstances. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR does not explain how much water would be put in storage prior to 
extraction; how Rosedale will determine how much water to extract each year; or what factors 
affect that decision. 

Water would be recovered through the proposed project as explained in Section 2.6.3 of the Draft 
EIR. Additional detail is provided in response to City-43 through City-46. As discussed in the 
Draft EIR Section 5.4, the proposed project would not be capable of providing water on an annual 
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basis (every year) and therefore cannot support continuous demands. There would be no firm 
annual recovery of groundwater through the proposed project. 

Regarding how much water needs to be put into storage prior to extraction, on page 2-22 of the 
Draft EIR, it is stated that “[e]xtraction would be limited to the amount previously recharged less 
losses and will be specified in agreements between IRWD and Rosedale.” 

City-48 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide information about how the water 
recovered through the proposed project would be used, by both Rosedale and IRWD, including 
types of uses, location of use, and the impact of such use on the environment.  

As stated in response to City-43, water recovered by Rosedale under the proposed project would 
be used by landowners within its service area or by Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program 
partners. 

As stated in response to City-43, water recovered by IRWD under the proposed project would be 
used by IRWD customers within its service area or by IRWD’s exchange partners (Draft EIR 
page 2-3). IRWD’s normal potable supplies are a combination of local groundwater and imported 
water. IRWD feeds these supplies to its single, integrated distribution system, divided into 
pressure zones by elevation. IRWD aggregates its demands and supplies throughout its service 
area and does not allocate specific supplies to cities or other distinct portions of the service area. 
In a supply shortage scenario in which recovery from the project would be used for supply 
enhancement, the recovered water or water exchanged for the recovered water would reach 
IRWD’s distribution system through its imported water service connections and could be 
delivered anywhere in the service area. An operational outage within the MWD supply or 
delivery system is not predictable as to what areas may be affected. However, as explained in 
Sections 2.4.2 – “Metropolitan Water District of Southern California” and 2.6.4 of the Draft EIR, 
MWD, as the State Water Contractor that imports water to IRWD’s service area, would access 
water from the California Aqueduct at Lake Perris where it would then be conveyed to IRWD’s 
delivery system through a turnout approved by MWD using either the Allen-McColloch Pipeline 
or the East Orange County Feeder No. 2, or delivery could occur by exchange, or by wheeling 
under MWD’s Administrative Code. As also discussed in the Draft EIR at Section 2.6.4 and 
Section 3.9, Threshold 1, water recovered from the proposed bank would be subject to the pump-
in water quality requirements imposed by the KCWA and DWR for introduction in the California 
Aqueduct, just as all other imported water transmitted through the delivery system to Southern 
California, and the water would travel into and through the MWD system and be mixed with 
other imported water. Thus the water recovered from the project bank will be in the same delivery 
system with other imported water, and there would be no impact on the environment in IRWD’s 
service area as a result of delivery to and use of the recovered water in IRWD.  

City-49 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not describe the “entire project” and, therefore, 
Rosedale has engaged in improper piecemealing in violation of CEQA. The comment cites legal 
principles based on California case law [City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 
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Cal.App.3d 1438, 1450; County of Inyo, 71 Cal.App.3d at 193; Orinda Association v. Board of 
Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171; Riverwatch v. County of San Diego (1999) 76 
Cal.App.4th 1428].  

This comment does not connect the cited authority to the Draft EIR or otherwise raise any 
specific environmental issues. Thus, no response is required. See response to City-8. The 
comment is noted for the record. 

City-50 
The comment states that the Draft EIR's discussion of project objectives does not comply with 
CEQA requirements in that (i) the project objectives are vague, general, and redundant, and (ii) 
contain undefined terms. Vagueness is said to result from use of the term “operational flexibility” 
in the first two objectives. Undefined terms are identified as (1) “capacities,” (2) “redundancy” 
and (3) “diversification.” The comment complains that Rosedale does not “...define or explain 
those terms anywhere in the Draft EIR.” The comment also cites California case law for the 
proposition that an EIR should provide sufficient information and analysis to allow the public to 
discern the basis for the agency's action. [Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of 
Food & Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, 13].  

CEQA Guidelines §15124(b) provides that the project description should include a statement of 
the objectives sought by the proposed project. The Guidelines do not specify a particular form, 
format or content for the statement of objectives. However, it is suggested that the statement 
should be clearly written, should include the underlying purpose of the project, and should not 
supply extensive detail beyond that necessary for the review and evaluation of environmental 
impacts. For the proposed project, four specific objectives are identified and oft repeated (Section 
S.3 page S-5; Section 2.2 page 2-3; Section 6.1.1 page 6-1, 6-2; Appendix A]. These stated 
objectives are amplified by further discussion of the need for and purpose of the proposed project 
throughout the Draft EIR.  

For example Objective 1 is to integrate the proposed project facilities and coordinate the proposed 
project operations with Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program, including the Strand Ranch Project, 
to provide for maximum “operational flexibility” between the various programs and facilities. It 
is elsewhere explained that such integration is expected to optimize operational flexibility by 
allowing Rosedale to recover groundwater on behalf of itself and/or IRWD, at any facility 
available to Rosedale within its Conjunctive Use Program (Section 2.3 page 2-12; Section 2.6.2 
page 2-22; Appendix A page A-5).  

Objective 2 is to provide additional groundwater recharge, storage, and recovery capacity in the 
Kern River Fan region to augment and provide “operating flexibility” for Rosedale’s existing and 
future programs. It is elsewhere explained that increased operating flexibility results from the 
mere availability of more recharge and recovery facilities which are provided by the proposed 
project (Section 2.3 page 2-3). Such augmentation also provides greater opportunities for water 
quality blending (Section 2.3 page 2-4).  
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Objective 3 is to develop recharge and recovery “capacities” for each of IRWD's and Rosedale's 
respective properties to be available for its priority use and for the other agency's use to the extent 
unused capacity may be available. Both recharge capacities and recovery capacities associated 
with the proposed project are specifically defined in and referenced throughout the Draft EIR 
(Section S.4 page S-5; Section 2.4 page 2-5; Section 2.4.3 page 2-10).  

Objective 4 is to develop additional groundwater recharge, storage, and recovery capacity to 
provide IRWD customers with increased water supply reliability through “redundancy” and 
“diversification” during periods when other supply sources may be reduced or interrupted. It is 
elsewhere explained that IRWD’s participation in the proposed project recognizes IRWD’s need, 
in the event of an interruptible or short-term water shortage, for additional storage and recovery 
capacity to provide for improved reliability and redundancy in its supplies (Section 2.6.3 page 2-
22). Additionally it is stated that: 

“IRWD’s UWMP evaluates multiple dry-year drought supplies and identifies sources of 
supply to meet actual demands. Generally, during periods of drought, should MWD’s 
sources be stressed through multiple dry years, or suffer catastrophic failure, IRWD could 
augment water supplies through increased local groundwater pumping on a short-term 
basis, as well as reduce demands through increased conservation measures as described 
in IRWD’s UWMP. The proposed project would help to augment IRWD’s dry-year 
supply portfolio to enhance water supply reliability and redundancy. Redundant water 
sources also enhance the system’s overall reliability for potential scenarios such as 
catastrophic failures of water conveyance infrastructure, a shut-down of Delta water 
supplies, or water quality issues in the SWP. To plan for these contingencies, a diverse 
water supply portfolio provides the highest degree of reliability (Section 5.3 page 5-5, 5-
6).” 

City-51 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not indicate there are unmet demands for water in 
Rosedale or in Irvine. The comment also states that the project objectives are confusing with 
respect to whether each objective applies to Rosedale, IRWD, or both districts. 

The purpose and need for the project is described in the Draft EIR starting on page 2-3. The 
proposed project would allow Rosedale to further its mission of maintaining sustainable 
groundwater levels within its service area and meeting the demand for replenishment of the basin 
underlying its service area to support pumping by overlying land owners. 

IRWD has sufficient supplies to meet its projected demands. See Draft EIR Section 5.3, Table 5-
3. IRWD does not have unmet demands. As described in Section 5.4, for IRWD, the project will 
provide a means of offsetting existing supplies during periods when existing sources may be 
reduced or interrupted and provides a cost effective means of managing contingency and drought 
planning needs. The proposed project provides a future drought supply to augment the district’s 
drought planning requirements. Drought planning provides for supply reliability but does not 
accommodate additional demand. As cited in the Draft EIR, according to IRWD’s 2014 Policy 
Position on Water Banking Transfers and Wheeling, IRWD desires to maintain a groundwater 
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storage capacity of approximately 88,000 AF for its own use. Currently IRWD only has 25,000 
AF of storage available, and thus the proposed project would assist with meeting the remaining 
unmet demand for storage of 63,000 AF. See response to City-7. 

With regard to the project objectives as listed on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR, the first and third 
objective apply to both Rosedale and IRWD; the second objective applies to Rosedale; and the 
fourth objective applies to IRWD.  

City-52 
The comment states that the project description fails to provide important details about the 
components, operation and purpose of the project. The comment also states that the project 
description does not provide sufficient information about IRWD’s intended use of water stored in 
the proposed project or IRWD’s role and responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. 

In the Draft EIR, Chapter 2 Project Description, the components of the proposed project are 
described generally in Section 2.4 starting on page 2-4, followed by specific details for each 
component on pages 2-5 through page 2-16. The components are also shown in Figure 2-2, 
Proposed Project Facilities. Details regarding Rosedale’s and IRWD’s roles in the operation of 
the proposed project are provided in Section 2.6 Project Operation. The purpose of the project is 
explained in Section 2.3 Purpose and Need for the Project. Section 2.4.4 describes Rosedale’s 
integrated operation. 

For details regarding IRWD’s intended use of water stored in the proposed project and IRWD’s 
role and responsibilities, please refer to responses to City-43, City-48 and City-51. 

City-53 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently describe the project area or all areas 
impacted by the project. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain sufficient details 
regarding IRWD’s use of water from the proposed project, specific cities within IRWD’s service 
area that will be impacted by the project, or other regions in southern California that will be 
impacted by the project. The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates that Metropolitan will 
be impacted by or involved in the project yet the Draft EIR provides no useful information 
regarding Metropolitan. 

In the Draft EIR, Figure2-1 shows the project location and the area potentially to be impacted by 
the proposed project. The area to be impacted by the proposed project is described for each 
resource evaluated in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3. For each resource, the analysis begins with a 
description of Environmental Setting for the area of potential effect. 

For details regarding IRWD’s intended use of water stored in the proposed project, please refer to 
responses to City-48 and City-51. Water recovered from the proposed project by IRWD would be 
used in cities throughout its service area, which are shown in Figure 1-3 of the Draft EIR. See 
also response to City-43. 

Regarding Metropolitan, as stated on page 1-15 and 2-9 of the Draft EIR, currently 22 percent of 
IRWD’s water supply is imported by Metropolitan, purchased through Municipal Water District 
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of Orange County (MWDOC). Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR describes MWD’s water supplies 
through the year 2035 (see Table 5-4, MWD’s single dry year supply capability and total water 
demand. The Draft EIR states that Metropolitan has also entered into a variety of cooperative 
delivery and storage conjunctive use arrangements with many of its member agencies who have 
groundwater storage assets, including the coordinated operating agreement with IRWD and 
MWDOC described in the Draft EIR Section 2.6.4, relating to the Strand Ranch. For the proposed 
project, the Draft EIR states the following on page 2-9: 

With MWD approval, IRWD could take delivery of water purchased from MWD 
through MWDOC for storage and later conveyance to IRWD. Delivery would be 
made from the California Aqueduct via the CVC to Stockdale West, Stockdale 
East, the third Stockdale site, the Strand Ranch Project, or other Rosedale 
facilities and could be delivered through exchange. The delivery would be 
subject to supply and conveyance capacity availability and approval by MWD 
and KCWA. IRWD could also purchase surplus water supplies when approved 
and available from MWD through MWDOC for delivery to the proposed project.  

Metropolitan would not otherwise be affected by the proposed project. Recovered water would be 
delivered to IRWD using existing water conveyance infrastructure, including infrastructure 
owned by Metropolitan. See responses to City-31 and City-48.  

City-54 
The comment states that the project description focuses on construction and operation of project 
facilities at the expense of actual details of the project banking operations from a water supply 
standpoint. 

The Draft EIR evaluates the construction and operation of the proposed project, which is a 
groundwater banking project. Thus, all component facilities support operation of the banking 
project. Groundwater banking projects provide storage for water supply. The proposed project 
would also be operated as part of Rosedale’s Conjunctive Use Program. Both groundwater 
banking and conjunctive use are defined in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR on pages 1-9 and 1-10 of 
the Draft EIR: 

“Conjunctive use” refers to coordinating the management of surface water and 
groundwater to improve the overall reliability of water supply (Pacific Institute, 
2011). “Groundwater banking” is the practice of recharging specific amounts of 
water in a groundwater basin that can later be withdrawn and used by the entity that 
deposited the water (Pacific Institute, 2011). Groundwater banking uses underground 
aquifers for percolation and storage purposes, as an alternative to building 
aboveground storage, and offers water users both within and outside of the 
groundwater basin the opportunity to store water there. It allows flexibility to respond 
to seasonal and inter-annual variability, as water can be stored in wet periods, when 
water is abundant, for use in dry periods, when water may be in short supply. 
Groundwater banking programs may benefit water levels in the local aquifer because 
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the amount of water available for recovery is less than the amount recharged; this 
difference can mitigate for overdraft conditions and raise groundwater levels.  

This explains how groundwater banking and conjunctive use projects, such as the proposed 
project, are used to manage water supply. Please also see responses to City-47 and City-52. 

City-55 
The comment states that the Project Approvals section of the project description is incomplete 
because it does not include the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) approval of 
Rosedale’s application to appropriate Kern River water. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
should have disclosed and discussed this specific SWRCB approval required for full 
implementation of the proposed project. 

The approval of Rosedale’s application was not included in the Draft EIR because it is not 
required for implementation of the proposed project. Kern River water is part of the portfolio of 
potential water supply sources for the project. An explanation of how Rosedale currently 
receives, and would continue to receive, Kern River water when available can be found on pages 
2-9 and 2-10 of the Draft EIR. See responses to City-8 and City-32. 

City-56 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Cadiz Land Co. v. Rail 
Cycle, L.P. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 92; Santiago County Water District, 118 Cal.App.3d at 
829].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-57 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [San Joaquin 
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center, 27 Cal.App.4th at 729].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-58 
The comment states the Project Description in the Draft EIR is deficient because Rosedale does 
not provide required information regarding the potential third Stockdale project site, specifically 
details regarding the reasons or triggers for future development of the third Stockdale project site. 
The comment suggests that Rosedale should confirm that it will not develop the third Stockdale 
project site without first undertaking additional detailed, proper CEQA review.  

The third project site is included in the Project Description (See Section 2.4). The trigger for 
future development of a third site would be identifying a project location with suitable 
characteristics for recharge, storage and recovery. The third Stockdale project site would be 
located within the additional site radius as shown in Figure 2-1 of the Draft EIR. See also 
responses for KCWA-5 and KCWA-6.  
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City-59 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to comply with CEQA because it fails to provide any 
information on certain baseline conditions in the project area, or only provides a brief, general 
and incomplete description of baseline conditions. The comment cites legal principles from 
California case law and State Guidelines [14 Cal. Code Regs.§ 15125(a); Save Our Peninsula 
Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 119; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. § 15125(c); San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center, 27 Cal.App.4th at 722].  

For information concerning baseline conditions, see response to City-18 and City-19.and KCWA-
24. 

City-60 
The comment states that the Kern River is the primary water source for groundwater recharge for 
the proposed project. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not describe baseline conditions 
in and around the Kern River, including current flow conditions, the environment in and around 
the river, and the timing and frequency of diversions from the river. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR cannot assess the impact of the project on environment without such information. 

As already mentioned in response to City-32, the Kern River is not the primary source of 
recharge water for the proposed project. As described in Section 2.4.2 of Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EIR starting on page 2-8, there are many potential water sources for the project, including the 
Central Valley Project, the State Water Project, and other appropriative water rights. Kern River 
water is not necessary for implementation of the proposed project.  

Surface water hydrology and water quality for the Kern River are generally described in the Draft 
EIR on pages 3.9-2 to 3.9-3. The proposed project itself would not change patterns or practices of 
water diversion from the Kern River, and as such, would not affect flow in the Kern River. The 
proposed project may recharge Kern River water provided by agencies with existing water rights, 
such as the City, as described on page 2-9 to 2-10 of the Draft EIR. Agencies with rights to Kern 
River water are responsible for developing programs for use of Kern River water and evaluating 
the impacts of such programs, which may include transfer or exchange of Kern River water with 
agencies such as Rosedale. 

City-61 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide information about the amount of Kern 
River water potentially available for use in the proposed project. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR does not include a discussion of Kern River water rights held by the City and Buena 
Vista or the amount of water diverted from the Kern River by the City and Buena Vista, and how 
that water might be transferred to Rosedale. 

Please refer to response to City-32, City-33, and City-34. 

City-62 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide a description of baseline condition within 
Rosedale or IRWD, such as water rights held, quantities of water historically and currently used, 
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overall water demands, including municipal demands, and available sources of water for both 
districts. 

General information about Rosedale and IRWD, including the size of the both districts and water 
sources available to both districts is included in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR on pages 1-9 to 1-10, 
1-16, and 1-18.  

For Rosedale, the historic and current water use within the district can be found in Table 5-7 of 
the Draft EIR, including water used for irrigation and urban use. On page 5-6 of the Draft EIR it 
is stated that:  

Water used for irrigation within Rosedale’s service area is primarily obtained from 
groundwater pumping, although about 10,000 to 15,000 AFY of surface water is 
delivered by Rosedale to landowners for use during wet years. Consumptive use 
within the District is currently estimated to be about 93,000 AFY, including the 
consumptive use of precipitation (Rosedale, 2013). For the period from 1993 through 
2011, the average annual consumptive use has been estimated to be about 92,000 
AFY. 

For IRWD, detailed descriptions of water supply and demand can be found in the Draft EIR in 
Section 5.3 on pages 5-3 through 5-5. 

City-63 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not disclose the number of wells within Rosedale, 
including private wells, or the amount of water produced by those wells. The comment states that 
absent such information it is not possible to determine the impact of the project on the local 
environment. 

Figure 2-2 in the Draft EIR shows Rosedale’s existing wells in the project area. Figure 3 of 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR shows all wells in the project vicinity, including private wells. 
Rosedale does not maintain records of water produced by private wells. As stated on page 5-6 of 
the Draft EIR, the total amount of consumptive water use for irrigation in 2012 was 
approximately 84,500 AFY, which was primarily obtained from groundwater pumping. The 
amount of water pumped from all wells is reflected in groundwater levels. Historic groundwater 
levels in the project area are shown in Figure 3.9-2 for both the shallow/intermediate aquifer and 
deep aquifer. This historic record of groundwater fluctuations is the baseline upon which project 
impacts to groundwater levels are measured. See response to KCWA-24. 

City-64 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide information about quantity and type of 
water used within IRWD, overall water demand within IRWD, and any rights associated with 
water utilized by IRWD. The comment states that this information is necessary to properly 
determine the impacts of the proposed project, which provides a supplemental water supply for 
IRWD. 
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Detailed descriptions of water supply and demand for IRWD can be found in the Draft EIR on 
pages 5-3 through 5-5. Additional information about IRWD’s water supply, reliability planning, 
and water rights can be found in the Draft EIR on pages 1-15 through 1-18. Also please see 
response to City-62. 

City-65 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify current and historic groundwater 
conditions in the project area, in and around Rosedale, including groundwater levels, quantities of 
water spread, and quantities of water pumped, by Rosedale and other entities within Rosedale. 
The comment states that the information in the Draft EIR is general and does not identify 
locations of various water level readings and variances among such readings. 

Current and historic groundwater levels are a reflection of water spread and recharged and water 
pumped. Historic groundwater levels in the project area are shown in Figure 3.9-2 in the Draft 
EIR for both the shallow/intermediate aquifer and deep aquifer at the closest monitoring well to 
the proposed project, 30S/25E-04J. This well has continuous time-series data on groundwater 
elevations and illustrates historical high, low, and historical low groundwater conditions in the 
project area.  

See response to KCWA-24. In addition, in Appendix E to the Draft EIR, Figures 13 and 14 show 
baseline groundwater elevation contours during historical high groundwater conditions 
(December 2005) and effects of project recharge on groundwater levels; Figures 21 and 22 show 
baseline groundwater elevation contours during low groundwater conditions (November 2004) 
and effects of project pumping on groundwater levels; and Figures 29 and 30 show baseline 
groundwater elevation contours during historical low groundwater conditions (June 2010) and 
effects of project pumping on groundwater levels. 

City-66 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify quantities of water pumped, groundwater 
levels, quantities of water spread, and water quality conditions for other banking programs in the 
project area. The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not provide information about 
baseline conditions in areas that will be directly impacted by the project.  

The other groundwater banking programs in Kern County are listed in the Draft EIR in Table 4-2 
in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts. According to the analysis of groundwater impacts in Chapter 
3.9 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.9-21 through 3.9-33), the only groundwater banking program that 
may be directly impacted by the proposed project is the Kern Water Bank. As such, baseline 
conditions for groundwater in the areas that will be directly impacted by the project are described 
in Chapter 3.9 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR, as explained above in responses to KCWA-24 
and City-65. In addition, details about the Kern Water Bank are provided in the Draft EIR on 
page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, including recharge, recovery and storage.  



10. Responses to Comments 
 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 10-60 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

City-67 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain information about the groundwater 
aquifer, including the nature and extent of basin overdraft condition. The comment states that this 
lack of information is contrary to the holding in Cadiz Land Co (83 Cal. App 4th at 92). 

Information about the groundwater aquifer, including the estimated storage capacities of the San 
Joaquin Valley subbasin (see page 3.9.7), the Kern County portion of the San Joaquin Valley's 
groundwater basin (see page 3.9.7), and the Project sites (see page 3.9.9), is provided in the Draft 
EIR on pages 3.9-3 through 3.9-11, including both regional and project-site specific information 
about hydrogeology and groundwater levels; groundwater banking, recharge, recovery, and 
storage; and groundwater quality. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, groundwater banking projects are designed to maintain a positive 
project balance such that no net water would be removed from the basin. The projects operate by 
recharging water in wet years and recovering water in dry years. Water banks only recover water 
up to the amount previously banked minus an amount to account for losses to the basin. Thus, 
long term trends have shown improvements in groundwater levels, when compared to a no-
project condition (see Section 4.3 at page 4-14). 

City-68 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide information about urban land uses or 
population within Rosedale, or information about quantity and source of water used to meet 
demands associated with urban uses. 

As explained in the Draft EIR in Chapter 5, Growth Inducement Potential, Rosedale’s service 
area is predominantly rural agricultural land uses. However, portions of the service area are 
within the Metropolitan Bakersfield Planning Area. Population projections for Metropolitan 
Bakersfield and Kern County overall are provided in the Draft EIR in Table 5-2. In addition, the 
Draft EIR states on page 5-6 that average urban use has doubled since 1990 within Rosedale’s 
service area, as crop use has decreased slightly, and this trend is expected to continue. Historic 
consumptive use for both agricultural and urban land uses within Rosedale is shown in the Draft 
EIR in Table 5-7. The quantity and source of water used to meet demands associated with urban 
uses will not be affected by project operations.  

City-69 
The comment states that the claim that the No Project Alternative would forego environmental 
benefits to the groundwater basin such as overdraft correction, including those due to 
groundwater pumping to support irrigated agriculture at the Stockdale East property, is not 
supported or explained in the Draft EIR. The comment states the Draft EIR does not discuss the 
referenced overdraft conditions. 

The Draft EIR includes the following statement on page 2-4: “Stockdale East and West are 
currently not within the boundaries of a public water agency, and thus water extracted historically 
for agricultural irrigation has not been replenished.” As such, historic pumping without 
replenishment at these properties has contributed to overdraft conditions in the basin. 
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Accordingly, the impact analysis for the No Project Alternative concludes as follows on page 6-7 
of the Draft EIR: 

Under the No Project Alternative, Rosedale would not have access to the 
recharge and recovery facilities proposed for the Stockdale Properties. Rosedale 
would be limited to the recharge capacity of its existing recharge basins and 
forego any potential benefits to groundwater storage and overdraft correction 
associated with the proposed project. This includes foregoing correction of 
overdraft caused by groundwater pumping at Stockdale East to support existing 
farming practices. 

City-70 
The comment states that Draft EIR is deficient for failing to accurately describe baseline 
conditions involving the legal status of the Kern River. More particularly, the comment contends 
that the Draft EIR fails to disclose that the Kern River is no longer fully appropriated; that 
Rosedale has filed an application to appropriate the “Kern River floodwaters” and “high-flow 
Kern River water” generally referred to and described in the Draft EIR; that until the SWRCB 
acts on and approves Rosedale's application to appropriate it has no right to such water; and that 
other entities, including the City, have submitted competing applications to appropriate to the 
SWRCB, which seek all or some of the same Kern River water Rosedale proposes to utilize in the 
project.  

Please see response to City-9, City-36 and City-37. The issues described do not involve 
environmental impacts and are, therefore, beyond the scope and purpose of the Draft EIR. See 
response to City-8. 

City-71 
The comment states that the Draft EIR description and characterization of the City is misleading 
because in several places it is stated that Rosedale is located six miles west of the City, when the 
City boundary overlaps with Rosedale’s boundary.  

On pages 1-1, 2-1, 3.9-8, and 3.10-1, the Draft EIR states that the Stockdale Properties, rather 
than Rosedale’s entire service area, would be approximately six miles west of the City. This is 
accurate when considering the City’s incorporated boundary, exclusive of its sphere of influence.  

City-72 
The comment states that several maps in the Draft EIR do not show actual geographic boundaries 
of the City, such as Figure 1-1. 

Figure 1-1 has been revised to show the City’s boundaries.  
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City-73 
The comment cites legal principles from California case law and State Guidelines [14 Cal. Code 
Regs.§ 15362; 14 Cal. Code Regs.§§ 15126.2(a), 15130; Pub. Res. Code§§ 21060.5, 21061; 
Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 
350, 354; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15151; Napa Citizens for Honest Government. v. Napa County 
Board of Supervisors (2001) 91Cal.App.4th342, 356; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn., 47 
Cal.3d at 392]. The comment concludes with the assertion that Rosedale has not made a good 
faith effort at full disclosure and discussion of the impacts of the project; instead, Rosedale has 
apparently attempted to obscure and hide the details of various elements and components of the 
project, so as to avoid or minimize the discussion and disclosure of various impacts from the 
project.  

The comment is argumentative, not supported by substantial evidence, and grossly inaccurate. 
Please refer to response to City-3 regarding good faith effort to disclose environmental impacts.  
See also response to City-20 and City-21. 

The comment does not specifically connect the cited authority to the Draft EIR or otherwise 
involve environmental impacts and thus, no response is required. See response to City-8.  

City-74 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include required information about the proposed 
project and baseline conditions, and as such prevents meaningful complete analysis of impacts on 
the local environment, Kern River, the City, and local groundwater basin. 

The comment does not specify what information the Draft EIR does not include with respect to 
the proposed project. The details of the proposed project are included in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 
Draft EIR. These chapters include all the information required by CEQA, including the location 
and boundaries of the project on a regional map and detailed map; statement of objectives that 
support the underlying purpose of the project; description of the project’s technical, economic, 
and environmental characteristics; statement of intended uses of the EIR including responsible 
agencies, permits and approvals (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124).  

The comment does not specify what information the Draft EIR does not include with respect to 
baseline conditions. For each environmental resource evaluated in the Draft EIR in Chapters 3 
and 4, the baseline conditions are explained as part of the Environmental Setting. See responses 
to City-65 and City-66. The Environmental Setting includes both regional and local 
environmental conditions. This format is explained on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR.  

City-75 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of using the potential water 
sources on the environment, other water users, and local water supplies. The comment states that 
the Draft EIR does not satisfy CEQA requirements for a large water supply and storage project as 
articulated in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007). 
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The Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of using the water sources for groundwater 
recharge on pages 3.14-6 through 3.14-7. The Draft EIR states that the project does not require a 
new water supply and as such would not affect local water supplies. The proposed project would 
use water from the SWP and CVP depending on availability; such opportunistic use of water 
would not affect other water users or local water supplies. The proposed project would use 
appropriative water rights, including pre-1914 and post-1914 water rights and other Kern River 
water also depending on availability. As stated in the Draft EIR, pre-1914 and post-1914 water 
rights can be transferred to other parties as long as legal users of water are not injured (“no injury 
rule,” per Water Code Sections 1706 and 1702). The Draft EIR explains how the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) supervises transfers of appropriative water rights, and when 
the SWRCB is required to make a finding that the transfer will not result in unreasonable effects 
on fish or wildlife or other in-stream beneficial uses. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.14-6: 

The “no unreasonable effect” test is not the same as the evaluation of significant 
impacts under CEQA (SWRCB, 1999). Should the use of such post-1914 
appropriative water rights require evaluation of impacts to legal users and other 
environmental considerations, additional analysis may be required. Otherwise, 
given that transfers of appropriative water rights are subject to the approval of the 
transferring agency, and at times the SWRCB, and that the water code requires a 
finding of no injury, and at times a finding of no unreasonable effect, the uses of 
such waters for recharge would not result in significant impacts. 

With regard to evaluation of supplies and the application of the Vineyard decision, please see 
responses to City-41 and City-42. 

City-76 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it dismisses or minimizes a number of 
potential impacts to the environment without explanation and based on unsupported or 
unexplained conclusions. The comment cites legal principles from California case law [Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assn., 47 Cal.3d at 404; Association of Irritated Residents v. County of 
Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383].  

No potential impacts are identified which were dismissed or minimized without explanation or 
otherwise. Given the lack of specificity, a detailed response is not possible or required. See 
response to City-8. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-77 
The comment states that the Draft EIR reveals that the proposed project will use substantial 
quantities of Kern River water and that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impacts on the Kern 
River, including impacts on the quantity and timing of flows in the Kern River, the environment 
in and around the Kern River including plant and animal life, the aquifer underlying the Kern 
River, and the patterns of diversion and use of water from the River. 

As discussed in response to City-60, the proposed project will have no impact on baseline Kern 
River flow and as such was not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The proposed project would use Kern 
River water, if and when available, through transfers or other agreements with entities that hold 
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existing rights to Kern River water. The entities with Kern River water rights are responsible for 
developing programs that demonstrate how Kern River water will be used, and for preparing 
environmental documentation that evaluates the impacts of such programs. Kern River water 
utilized by the proposed project would occur consistent with the requirements of such 
environmental documentation. The proposed project itself would not change patterns or practices 
of water diversion from the Kern River, and as such, would not affect flow in the Kern River. 
Therefore, the environment in and around the Kern River, including plant and animal life and 
aquifer underlying the Kern River, would not be affected by the proposed project  

As explained in response to City-33, the proposed project is not dependent on the availability of 
Kern River water in any particular amount, at any particular time, or at all. 

City-78 
The comment states that the plan to use substantial quantities of Kern River water for a new water 
banking project will necessarily result in changes, and impacts, in the diversion and use of water 
from the Kern River, which changes will necessarily have an impact on the Kern River.  

As explained in response to City-33, the proposed project is not dependent on the availability of 
Kern River water in any particular amount, at any particular time, or at all. Thus, implementation 
of the proposed project will not “necessarily result” in the changes and impacts described. Please 
also see response to City-77 above. 

City-79 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Napa Citizens for 
Honest Government, 91 Cal.App.4th at 386; County of Amador, 76 Cal.App.4th at 948; Friends 
of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373; Santiago 
County Water District, 118 Cal.App.3d at 831].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-80 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099]. The comment states 
that the analysis of impacts of the project on Kern River flow is incomplete for the same reasons 
as found in cited case law.  

Unlike the facts of the cited authority, the proposed project will not cause a reduction in the 
surface flows of a stream. Please see response to City-77. 

City-81 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is “fatally flawed and defective” because it fails to 
assess or discuss the impacts of transfers of water, including valuable, necessary high quality 
Kern River surface water, out of Rosedale, and out of the County, to IRWD.  

Please see response to City-2 and City-8.  
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City-82 
The comment assumes that the proposed project involves out-of-area transfers and criticizes the 
Draft EIR for failing to disclose or discuss impacts associated therewith.  

Please see response to City-2 and City-8. 

City-83 and City-84 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the impacts of the proposed project on the 
City and does not include information about baseline conditions within the City including the 
City’s baseline water rights. The comment states that the City will provide one of the primary 
water sources to the proposed project through its transfer of Kern River water to Rosedale 
pursuant to the 1961 agreement and as such the City’s water supply would be affected. The 
comment states that the boundaries of the City overlap with the boundaries of Rosedale and as 
such the extraction of groundwater associated with the proposed project would impact the City’s 
operation of the nearby 2800 Acre recharge and water banking facility. 

The proposed project would have no impact to the City or its water supplies. The 1961 agreement 
with Rosedale for the transfer of Kern River is an existing agreement that would not be altered by 
the proposed project and as such would not affect the City’s water supply.  

The Draft EIR describes regional groundwater banking projects in Kern County, including the 
City’s 2800 Acres project, on pages 3.9-4 and 3.9-5 and Figure 3.9-1. In response to the 
comment, Figure 3.9-1 has been revised to include a label for the City’s project, which is located 
south of the proposed project sites and south of the Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA) along 
the Kern River.  

Impacts associated with groundwater pumping are described in the Draft EIR on pages 3.9-22 
through 3.9-26 and in Appendix E. In general, as a groundwater banking project that requires 
recharge prior to extraction, the proposed project would not affect the City’s water supplies as a 
result of groundwater pumping. However, groundwater pumping would result in localized 
impacts to groundwater levels at wells surrounding the proposed project sites. The impact would 
be greatest directly adjacent to the project sites and at the closest neighboring wells and would 
decrease with distance from the project sites. The closest wells to the project sites belong to the 
KWBA and the impact analysis and determination are based on impacts to KWB Well 6D03. 
Impacts were determined to be less than significant without mitigation. As shown in the 
groundwater elevation maps in Appendix E (see Figures 23 and 24) during historic low 
groundwater levels pumping at Stockdale East and Stockdale West could affect water levels as far 
south as the Kern River in the vicinity of the City’s 2800 Acres project. However, the effect 
would be approximately 0 to 5 feet in the shallow/intermediate aquifer (Appendix E, Figure 23) 
and 5 to 10 feet in the deep aquifer (Appendix E, Figure 24), substantially less than the 17 to 27 
feet of drawdown potentially at the KWB Well 6D03 (see Draft EIR, Table 3.9-1). Therefore 
impacts of groundwater pumping to the City’s 2800 Acres project also would be less than 
significant.  

See also responses to City-10, City-60, and City 77. 
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City-85 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to review the impacts of the proposed project on 
the City in direction violation of CEQA requirements.  

Impacts on the City are discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EIR (Section S.6 page 3-7). 
See also response to City-10, City-83 and City-84. 

City-86 
The comment assumes that the City will provide water to Rosedale for project purposes and 
opines (with reference to California case law (Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake 
Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373)) that the Draft EIR must describe and assess the 
impacts of the alleged transfer.  

The assumption is incorrect; the proposed project is not dependent on a transfer of water from the 
City to Rosedale at any particular time, in any particular amount, or at all. Also as stated above, 
any actual transfers as may occur will be subject to consent of the water right holders and entities 
having jurisdiction. See also responses to City-32, and City-34. 

City-87 
The comment states that the Draft EIR evaluates impacts of the proposed project on the local 
groundwater basin but does not discuss the impact to groundwater supplies and the groundwater 
basin underlying Rosedale and the City. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify 
the impact of the proposed project on other banking projects and programs in the area, 
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the project, related impacts on the basin and local water 
supplies as a result of the extraction of water, and the transfer of water from the proposed project 
out of the region. 

Regarding the impact of the project to groundwater supplies, local water supplies, other 
groundwater banking projects and programs in the area, and groundwater levels in the vicinity of 
the project, please refer to responses to City-83 and City-84. Regarding the transfer of water from 
the proposed project out of the region, please refer to response to City-2 and City -66. 

City-88 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include information related to the claims of 
reductions in future overdraft conditions in the underlying groundwater basin on page 3.2-13; as 
such the effect of the project on overdraft conditions cannot be determined.  

The Draft EIR includes the following statement on page 2-4: “Stockdale East and West are 
currently not within the boundaries of a public water agency, and thus water extracted historically 
for agricultural irrigation has not been replenished.” As such, historic pumping without 
replenishment at these properties has contributed to overdraft conditions in the basins.  

In addition, it is general knowledge that the local groundwater basin is, and has historically been, 
experiencing overdraft conditions. As stated in on page 1-9 of Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR: 
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Rosedale’s service area overlies the Kern County Subbasin of the San Joaquin 
Valley Groundwater Basin. Rosedale was established in 1959 to develop a 
groundwater recharge program to offset overdraft conditions in the underlying 
basin. Prior to the groundwater recharge efforts initiated by Rosedale, 
groundwater levels in the District were declining at a rate of eight to ten feet per 
year. Through implementation of groundwater recharge programs and 
participation in the State Water Project (SWP), Rosedale slowed the decline in 
groundwater levels dramatically. In the mid-1990s, groundwater levels again 
were declining, and Rosedale initiated the Conjunctive Use Program.  

In addition, the City itself makes reference to the overdrafted basin in its comment letter on page 
4 (City-12), citing the California Department of Water Resources’ identification of the Kern 
County sub-basin as being in “a critical condition of overdraft,” as well as on page 5 (City-14), 
page 25 (City-97), and page 28 (City-108). The Draft EIR references the DWR determination of 
the overdrafted basin on page 3.9-17. 

In addition, as stated in the Draft EIR, groundwater banking projects are designed to maintain a 
positive project balance such that no net water would be removed from the basin. The projects 
operate by recharging water in wet years and recovering water in dry years. Water banks only 
recover water up to the amount previously banked minus an amount to account for losses to the 
basin. Thus, long term trends have shown improvements in groundwater levels, when compared 
to a no-project condition (see Section 4.3 at page 4-14). 

City-89 
The comment states that the claim that the proposed project does not require a new water supply 
is contradicted by the repeated reference to and discussion of water supplies that will be used by 
the project. 

As described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not require new water supply 
entitlements. The project will opportunistically use water supplies as available, primarily during 
wet hydrologic periods, as described on page 2-8 and 2-9 of the Draft EIR. During wet periods, 
when water is plentiful and State reservoirs are full to capacity, agencies like the Bureau of 
Reclamation and DWR make excess water available to water purveyors with storage capacity as 
long as conveyance capacity is available as well. For example, the Bureau of Reclamation makes 
excess, non-storable flood water available during wet years through the CVP. DWR also makes 
uncontrolled excess water that cannot be stored in state reservoirs available through the SWP 
during wet years. In addition, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers mandates the release of Kern 
River water from Isabella Reservoir during wet years for flood control purposes. During such 
periods, Kern River water may be available for diversion to the project, allowing for recharge of 
Kern River water that would have otherwise flowed out of the County. 

See also response to City-2 and City-8. 
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City-90 
The comment states that the Draft EIR only evaluates localized impacts on groundwater resources 
within Rosedale and the project area and adjacent wells and does not evaluate longer term 
impacts on the groundwater basin or groundwater levels and quantities farther removed from the 
project areas. 

The Draft EIR evaluates the extent to which operating the proposed project would affect 
groundwater levels on pages 3.9-22 through 3.9-30. As discussed above under responses to City-
83 and City-84, the localized impacts would be greatest directly adjacent to the project sites and 
would decrease with distance from the project sites. The longer-term impacts to the Kern County 
sub-basin due to operating the project in conjunction with other groundwater banking programs 
are discussed as part of the analysis of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, on 
pages 4-13 through 4-15. The analysis lists the other groundwater banking programs in the Kern 
Fan area on page 4-14 and goes on to explain how groundwater banking projects are designed to 
maintain a positive project balance such that no net water is removed from the basin, since water 
banks only recover water up to the amount previously banked minus an amount to account for 
losses to the basin. The analysis goes on to document how long-term trends have shown 
improvements in groundwater levels, although periods of groundwater recovery can temporarily 
lower groundwater levels. These fluctuations are illustrated by the historical record of 
groundwater levels shown in Figure 3.9-2, for a monitoring well close to the project area.  

City-91 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently describe the local groundwater basin 
or consider other uses of or burdens on the basin. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not 
identify other entities that pump water from the basin, describe the quantities and timing of 
groundwater extractions from the basin, or discuss the impact of pumping of other parties on the 
basin in connection with the proposed project. 

The local groundwater basin, namely the Kern County Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley 
Groundwater Basin, is described in the Draft EIR on page 3.9-3 through 3.9-11, including both 
regional and project-site specific information about hydrogeology and groundwater levels; 
groundwater banking, recharge, recovery, and storage; and groundwater quality. The other 
entities that pump from the basin are included on page 3.9-4 and 3.9-5. Groundwater recovery 
operations in the Kern Fan area is discussed on page 3.9-7. The impact of pumping associated 
with the proposed project together with pumping associated with other entities and groundwater 
banking programs are discussed as part of the cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR on 
pages 4-13 through 4-15.  

City-92 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not assess the actual impact of increased groundwater 
banking and pumping in the area by other entities. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
provides general, vague statements and information about the groundwater basin, other spreading 
projects and the extraction of water from the basin. 
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Please refer to response to City-91 above. The impact of pumping associated with the proposed 
project together with pumping associated with other entities and groundwater banking programs 
are discussed as part of the cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR on pages 4-13 through 
4-15. The comment does not specify what the claimed increase in groundwater banking and 
pumping would be and does not specify what statements and information in the Draft EIR are 
general and vague.  

City-93 
The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on historical groundwater pumping data that is not 
reasonable in the present situation due to the long-term drought, which is increasing pumping and 
leading to new banking projects and facilities. The comment states that the reliance on past 
historical data does not accurately assess the impacts of the proposed project. 

The Draft EIR includes a description of the justification for using the range of historical 
groundwater conditions as its baseline on pages 3.9-22 and 3.9-23. The period chosen includes 
historical low and historical high groundwater conditions. The Draft EIR states on page 3.9-23 
that the historic lows “may have been met or exceeded, given the current and ongoing drought 
conditions (Kern Fan Monitoring Committee, 2015).” The Draft EIR states on page 3.9-23 that 
the period was chosen “for the purpose of identifying the potential effects on a representative 
range of groundwater conditions, particularly the maximum potential effects.” See also response 
to KCWA-24. 

City-94 
The comment states that the limited information about groundwater conditions does not 
adequately support the conclusion that the project will have a less than significant impact on the 
environment.  

Please refer to responses City-87 through City-93 above. The comment does not clarify which 
less-than-significant impact determination it claims is not adequately supported. 

City-95 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should have disclosed information and potential impacts 
regarding critical habitat for the Buena Vista Lake Shrew. The comment states that the City’s 
2800 Acre Recharge Area has been “designated or proposed for designation as ‘critical habitat’ 
for the Buena Vista Lake Shrew.” The comment further states that the Draft EIR should have 
determined and discussed whether the species could be found on the project site.  

The Buena Vista Lake shrew was disclosed in the Biological Resources Technical Report, 
included as Appendix D1 to the Draft EIR. As explained therein on page 24, the Buena Vista 
Lake shrew occupies the marshlands of the San Joaquin Valley and the Tulare Basin and is 
unlikely to occur in the project area. The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR states on 
page 3.4-8 that only the species with a medium or high potential to occur in the project area and 
associated vicinity are explained in detail in Section 3.4, and directs the reader to Appendix D-1 
Biological Resources Technical Report for a full listing of all species considered.  
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City-96 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider the impacts associated with pumping of 
new project recovery wells with respect to the generation of GHG at electric-power generating 
plants due to increased energy demands. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not assess 
the impacts of increased GHG emissions from municipal use of water from the project within 
Irvine. 

The analysis of GHG emissions specifically calculates the annual metric tons of CO2e associated 
with energy use from project recovery operations (see Draft EIR, Table 3.7-2). The Draft EIR 
states that electricity use can result in GHG production if the electricity is generated by 
combustion of fossil fuel (page 3.7-16). 

The proposed project would use existing conveyance facilities to move water from the proposed 
project to IRWD’s service area. The water would be used during times of water shortages when 
supplies typically available during normal years or operating conditions are unavailable. Given 
there would be no new facilities to convey water to IRWD’s service area and the water would 
offset normal supplies, there would be no effect to GHG production. 

City-97 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate increased energy consumption and 
generation and related increases in GHG emissions caused by pumping from lower groundwater 
levels at nearby wells and increased demand on an already overdrafted basin as a result of the 
proposed project. 

The proposed project would not increase demands on an already overdrafted basin. There would 
be no project recovery unless and until water is recharged first, as required by the project 
description. The project would result in long-term increases in water levels within the basin; 
potential decreases in water levels will be localized and short in duration and are thus not 
expected to result in net increases in energy consumption or net increases in generation of GHG 
emissions. 

City-98 
The comment states that the Draft EIR discussion of cumulative impacts related to other similar 
projects in the region is inadequate and incomplete. The comment states that the Draft EIR does 
not provide information about other banking projects in the area, does not identify the source of 
water for other banking projects, quantities of water recharged and pumped, the extent and rate of 
pumping, quantities of water pumped, and planned changes in operation.  

The analysis of cumulative impacts is required to evaluate the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts when considered together with the effects of past, current, and probably 
future projects (Draft EIR, page 4-1). As stated in the Draft EIR, an EIR shall discuss cumulative 
impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable”, and an 
EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR 
(Draft EIR, page 4-1).  
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The impacts of the proposed project to groundwater are described in Chapter 3.9 of the Draft EIR. 
The proposed project would not affect groundwater levels at other water banks within the Kern 
Fan area with the possible exception of the KWBA. Therefore, it follows that no cumulative 
impacts to groundwater levels at other water banks would be associated with operation of the 
proposed project.  

Information about other water banking projects that were included in the analysis of the 
cumulative impacts, including a description of those projects’ respective water supply sources, is 
included in section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR. 

City-99 
The comment states that the cumulative impact analysis does not disclose whether other banking 
projects are using the same water supplies to be used by the proposed project, and therefore the 
Draft EIR does not properly determine cumulative impacts of the proposed project on local water 
supplies. 

Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR discloses other water banking projects and the sources of supply 
used in their respective operations. For a further discussion of the proposed project’s water 
supplies, see response to City-2 and City-8. 

City-100 
The comment states that without information about operation of other banking projects, the Draft 
EIR cannot accurately assess the cumulative impact of substantial increased pumping in the 
region as a result of the project. The comment states that if other banking projects were planning 
to drill more wells or increase pumping, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project would be 
different than described in the Draft EIR. 

The cumulative impact analysis on pages 4-13 through 4-18 of the Draft EIR considers the effects 
of recovery operations associated with the proposed project together with the Kern Water Bank 
operation and other recovery projects in the vicinity. There are no other known recovery projects 
that could contribute to the cumulative groundwater condition; the analysis of cumulative impacts 
in the Draft EIR is therefore sufficient. 

City-101 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project on the Kern River and other local water supplies and sources. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR does not provide information about baseline conditions in the Kern River and the 
impact of the proposed project on the Kern River. 

Surface water hydrology and water quality for the Kern River are generally described in the Draft 
EIR on pages 3.9-2 to 3.9-3. The proposed project would not affect diversions from the Kern 
River, and as such, would not affect flow in the Kern River. Please see responses to City-60 and 
City-77. 
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City-102 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Citizens to Preserve the 
Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) I 76 Cal.App.3d 421, 431; Whitman v. Board of Supervisors, 
(1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408].  

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. 

City-103 and City-104 
The comment states that an EIR must identify areas of known controversy and that the 
Introduction chapter of the Draft EIR indicates that various “concerns” raised during the public 
comment period and scoping session for the proposed project have been addressed in Chapters 3 
and 4 of the Draft EIR. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently identify or 
summarize all areas of controversy including the issues and concerns raised by the City in its 
comments to the NOP.  

As required by 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15123(b)(2), the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR 
includes areas of known controversy, including the “adverse impacts to the City’s water supply 
and surrounding environment” (Draft EIR, page S-7). Issues and concerns raised during the 
public comment period for the NOP are not necessarily considered to be an area of known 
controversy. Rosedale as the Lead Agency is not required to respond to comments submitted 
during the public scoping period or in response to the NOP. As required by CEQA, Rosedale has 
considered all comments submitted in response to the NOP when determining the scope of the 
analysis in the EIR, including the City’s NOP comment letter. Nonetheless, given the City’s 
incorporation of its NOP letter with its comments on the Draft EIR, responses to the City’s NOP 
comment letter are also included herein. Issues raised by the City that Rosedale has determined 
would not be affected by the proposed project may not be included in the Draft EIR, nor would 
non-environmental concerns and objections about the project. However such concerns and 
objections may be considered by Rosedale before making a final decision on the proposed 
project.  

In response to the comment the text of the Executive Summary has been modified on page S-7 as 
follows: 

During the public comment period and during scoping sessions held for the 
proposed project, concerns were raised regarding potential adverse impacts to the 
following: water quality; special status species; water supply sources for the 
proposed project; and adverse impacts to the City of Bakersfield’s water supply 
and surrounding environment. These concerns have been considered in the 
development of the scope of the environmental analysis included addressed in 
Chapters 3 and 4 of this Draft EIR. 
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City-105 
The comment suggests that Rosedale has violated CEQA by failing to adequately summarize the 
main points of disagreement between the City and Rosedale as required by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151.  

That CEQA Guidelines Section provides, in pertinent part, that an EIR “…should summarize the 
main points of disagreement among the experts.” Rosedale is not aware of any disagreement 
among experts with respect to the proposed project. As to areas of controversy between the City 
and Rosedale, the EIR states (as modified in response to City-104 above) the following: “During 
the public comment period and during scoping session held for the proposed project, concerns 
were raised regarding potential adverse impacts to the following: water quality; special status 
species; water supply sources for the proposed project; and adverse impacts to the City’s water 
supply and surrounding environment. These concerns have been considered in the development 
of the scope of the environmental analysis included addressed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Draft 
EIR. (Section S.6 page S-7). 

City-106 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to identify and discuss a significant area of 
controversy involving competing claims to, and disputes over, rights to the "floodwaters" 
historically released from Isabella Reservoir, based on competing applications to appropriate such 
water filed with the SWRCB.  

No such controversy exists. Please see responses to City-8, City-32, City-34, City-36 and City-
37. 

City-107 
The comment states that an EIR must identify and describe mitigation measures that minimize 
significant effects on the environment. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify 
potential measures to mitigate “a number of significant environmental effects that would result 
from the Project.” The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify measures to mitigate 
reduced flows in the Kern River or the transfer of local water supplies to Irvine. 

The comment does not specify any significant environmental effects are not mitigated except for 
impacts to flow in the Kern River. As stated in response to City-2, the proposed project would not 
result in the transfer of local Kern River water to IRWD’s service area. In the event Kern River 
Water is used as a source of recharge water for the project, as stated in responses to City-60 and 
City-77, the proposed project would not affect flow in the Kern River, and as such no mitigation 
measures are required.  

City-108 
The comment states that the Long Term Operation Plan (LTOP) is not sufficient mitigation for 
impacts to groundwater resources and neighboring wells. The comment states that the LTOP 
“lacks necessary details, or will not actually address or alleviate adverse groundwater impacts and 
conditions resulting from the Project.” The comment states that the primary mitigation measure in 
the LTOP involves “providing compensation to lower the ‘well pump’ in wells negatively 
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impacted by the Project.” The comment states that such a measure would “allow a neighboring 
well owner to further deplete an already overdrafted, basin and would exacerbate, not mitigate, 
adverse impacts. The comment states that Rosedale has not proposed mitigation to address and 
alleviate negative impacts, such as a reduction in pumping, temporary interruption in pumping, 
reduction in the number of wells used to extract water, reduced pumping rates, and increased 
recharge or conjunctive use measures. 

As explained in the Draft EIR on page 3.9-19, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact if it would: “[s]ubstantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted).” As a groundwater banking project that requires recharge prior to extraction, 
the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or result in a net deficit in aquifer 
volume. The proposed project may have temporary, localized impacts during operation of project 
recovery wells, as described in the Draft EIR on page 3.9-22 through 3.9-26 and page 4-13 
through 4-18. As such, pumping at project wells could lower groundwater levels at neighboring 
wells and affect their production rates or ability to operate. The LTOP (see Draft EIR, Appendix 
B-3) provides multiple measures to mitigate such effects to agricultural and domestic wells. 
These measures would in fact mitigate the impact of lower groundwater levels, ensuring the 
operation of existing wells in order to support existing or planned land uses. These measures will 
provide neighboring landowners with the ability to continue overlying uses and, therefore, will 
not further deplete an already overdrafted basin or exacerbate adverse impacts.  

For agricultural wells, Rosedale would provide compensation to lower the well pump if possible, 
if groundwater levels are within the operating range of the well. If groundwater levels are outside 
the operating range of the well, then Rosedale would either: 

 Supply equivalent water supply to the affected landowner from an alternate source at no 
greater cost to the affected landowner; or 

 With the consent of the affected landowner, provide other acceptable mitigation; or 

 Reduce or adjust pumping as necessary to prevent, avoid or eliminate the impact.  

Similarly for domestic wells, if production ceases then Rosedale would provide compensation to 
implement one of the following: 

 Lower the domestic submersible pump bowl setting sufficient to restore and maintain 
service. 

 Provide a one-time permanent connection to the nearest water service provider. 

 Drill and equip a new domestic well, the cost of which may be subject to offset by the 
landowner based on betterment. 

 If necessary, provide interim in-home water supplies until any action mentioned above is 
completed. 
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The comment suggests mitigation may also include “increased recharge or conjunctive use 
measures.” Recovery operations typically occur during dry hydrologic periods when water supply 
shortages occur and water is not available for recharge. The comment does not clarify what other 
conjunctive use measures could serve to mitigate localized impacts to groundwater levels and 
neighboring wells. 

City-109 
The comment states that the LTOP only provides compensation as a mitigation measure for 
impacts to agricultural wells. The comment also states that the LTOP only proposes to mitigate 
adverse impacts to domestic wells if production ceases or is likely to cease. The comment states 
that Rosedale fails to provide mitigation for “negative impacts on domestic wells that fall short of 
complete inability to use the pump” and thus mitigation for domestic wells is insufficient.  

Under the LTOP, compensation would be available from Rosedale to implement mitigation 
measures for impacts to either agricultural or domestic wells.  

Regarding mitigation for domestic wells, the LTOP states that the trigger for evaluating impacts 
to domestic wells is when production ceases or is likely to cease as a result of pumping by 
Rosedale’s project. The clause “is likely to cease” covers impacts to domestic wells when 
production of such wells is compromised but not completely inoperable. If this trigger is not 
reached then the proposed project would not adversely affect domestic wells, and no other 
mitigation is required.  

City-110  
The comment states that it is not reasonable for Rosedale to propose providing a connection to the 
nearest water service provider as mitigation for complete cessation of production from an existing 
domestic well. The comment states that such an action would further exacerbate negative impacts 
on water supplies by increasing domestic water service to a new customer. The comment states 
that Rosedale does not explain how a nearby water service provider would have sufficient supply 
to serve a new customer or could legally or practically serve a new customer. The comment states 
that the City would be a potential nearby water service provider but City ordinances prevent the 
City from serving customers outside of City limits. 

The comment also states drilling of a new well following complete cessation of production from a 
domestic well would further burden the groundwater basin. 

Regarding a connection to the nearest water service provider, in most instances the connection 
would be to Vaughn Water Company’s supply and distribution system. As with all connections to 
Vaughn Water Company, the Company determines whether it is legally and practically able to 
supply a proposed connection at the time an application is made.  

Regarding drilling of new wells, such mitigation would allow for existing well owners to 
continue to serve existing or planning land uses. Additionally, as mentioned above in response to 
City-108, drilling of a new well is one of a menu of options available to Rosedale and the 
landowner to mitigate the impact. 
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Neither form of mitigation will “further exacerbate negative impacts on water supplies by 
increasing domestic water service to a new customer” because either form will only serve to 
replace existing uses and will therefore not increase demands on the groundwater basin. 

City-111 
The comment states that the discussion of alternatives in the Draft EIR is “highly flawed and 
inadequate” primarily because the stated project objectives are vague, incomplete and self-
serving.  

Please see response to City-50. The stated project objectives are neither vague nor incomplete. 
Thus it follows that the analysis of alternatives is adequate.  

City-112 
The comment states that the Draft EIR only considers “slightly alternative variations” on different 
versions of a water banking project, including the same project at a different location and the use 
of injection wells. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider alternatives for 
Rosedale that might improve its operational flexibility, and thus the Draft EIR is deficient. The 
comment goes on to list other potential alternatives for Rosedale.  

The Draft EIR explains the CEQA requirements for the analysis of alternatives on page 6-1. 
CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 
or to the location of a project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project 
but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15126.6). As stated in the Draft EIR, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that fosters informed decision-
making and public participation. The “rule of reason” governs the selection and consideration of 
EIR alternatives, requiring that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6). Alternatives may be eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the EIR if they fail to meet most of the project objectives, are infeasible, or do 
not avoid any significant environmental effects (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(c)). Factors that 
may be considered when addressing the feasibility of an alternative include site suitability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, economic viability, and whether the lead agency can reasonably 
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site. 

According to CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid significant 
effects of a project, and thus “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the 
project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the project” (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(b)). As summarized in Table ES-1 in the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts. Nonetheless, Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR provides an assessment of five 
project alternatives that were considered but rejected, along with the No Project Alternative as 
required by CEQA (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(e)). Table 6-2 on page 6-9 of the Draft EIR 
provides a matrix that summarizes the comparison of alternatives (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 
15126.6(d)).  
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The Draft EIR does not need to evaluate the additional alternatives suggested in the comment 
because none of them would serve to mitigate a significant and unavoidable environmental 
impact. 

City-113 
The comment states that the alternatives analysis is deficient because Rosedale does not consider 
an alternative to out-of-County sales of local water to IRWD. The comment states that Rosedale 
should consider alternatives involving local districts.  

The proposed project would not result in the sale of local Kern River water to IRWD, and the 
project recharge is not dependent on the availability of Kern River water at any particular time or 
at all. See response to City-2. Alternatives involving local districts instead of IRWD would not 
satisfy the objectives for IRWD’s portion of the proposed project involving its Stockdale West 
property, effectively eliminating the Stockdale West part of the project and being the same as the 
No Project Alternative, examined in Section 6.2.2, for IRWD. 

City-114  
The comment states that the discussion of alternatives for IRWD is incomplete, and the Draft EIR 
does not provide sufficient explanation for rejection of these alternatives. The comment states that 
the Draft EIR fails to consider reasonable, feasible alternatives for IRWD. 

The Draft EIR provides the following explanations for rejection of the three alternatives 
mentioned in the comment (Draft EIR, pages 6-6 and 6-7): 

 Orange County Storage: Orange County Water District is not partnering with individual 
retail water agencies to develop groundwater banking programs at this time; therefore, a 
groundwater banking program within Orange County is not feasible. Constructing surface 
water storage (e.g., reservoirs, tanks) in Orange County would have significant 
environmental impacts and would be cost prohibitive due to the land acquisition costs 
associated with a site big enough to store a volume of water equivalent to the proposed 
project. 

 Conservation: IRWD already manages extensive water conservation programs. 
Conservation does not achieve the objective of the proposed project, however, to provide 
IRWD customers with increased water supply reliability through redundancy and 
diversification during periods when existing imported supplies are reduced or interrupted. 

 Recycled Water: IRWD already implements an extensive water recycling program. When 
imported water supplies may be cutback due to drought or interrupted, IRWD cannot use 
recycled water to meet potable water demands and therefore would need to augment 
potable water supply. Therefore, recycled water was not considered as a feasible project 
alternative. 

As described above in the response to City-112, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts and as such alternatives are not required. 
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Nonetheless, the Draft EIR discusses alternatives considered for IRWD’s portion of the project. 
See also response to City-118. 

City-115 
The comment states that the Draft EIR improperly rejects the “alternative storage and supply 
options” because on page 6-5 of the Draft EIR it is does not explain why IRWD is not partnering 
with other agencies at this time, or why that would not be a viable alternative, or why IRWD 
cannot change its position or policy. The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not explain 
why IRWD chose to develop a groundwater banking program with Rosedale, as opposed to 
another agency. The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not provide justification for 
rejection of alternatives involving storage or supply projects with MWD. 

Alternatives involving IRWD’s development of a banking program with an agency other than 
Rosedale would not satisfy the objectives for Rosedale’s portion of the proposed project 
involving its Stockdale East property or integration of IRWD’s Stockdale West with Rosedale’s 
Conjunctive Use Program, effectively being the same as the No Project Alternative, examined in 
in Section 6.2.2.  

On page 6-5 of the Draft EIR, it states that Orange County Water District (OCWD) is not 
partnering with retail water agencies (such as IRWD) to develop groundwater banking programs 
at this time. OCWD manages the local Orange County Groundwater Basin. IRWD has no control 
over OCWD’s positions or policies. The Draft EIR concludes that a groundwater banking 
program in Orange County is not feasible. 

The Draft EIR does not provide justification for rejection of an alternative storage project with 
MWD because no such alternative was proposed or described. 

City-116 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to explain the rejection of alternatives involving 
conservation and recycled water. The comment states the Draft EIR does not explain how much 
water these alternatives could produce, and that there is no explanation of the amount of 
supplemental water IRWD needs.  

The reasons for rejecting the conservation and recycled water alternatives are provided on page 6-
6 and 6-7 of the Draft EIR and summarized above in response to City-114. In the project 
description, it is stated that IRWD desires a storage capacity of approximately 88,000 AF for its 
contingency storage (Draft EIR, page 2-3). There is no explanation of how much water the 
alternatives could produce, relative to the 88,000 AF that IRWD desires, because such is not the 
foundation for rejecting these alternatives. Recycled water cannot be used to meet potable water 
demands during a water shortage and thus is not an appropriate project alternative. Conservation 
does not achieve the objective of providing increased water supply reliability through redundancy 
and diversification during periods when existing imported supplies are reduced or interrupted; 
thus conservation is not an appropriate project alternative either. See also responses to City-7, 
City-118 and City-119. 
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City-117 
The comment states that IRWD’s claim that conservation cannot produce enough water to meet 
the objectives of the Program lacks credibility in light of the recent declaration by the Governor 
of the State of California calling for all water users in the state to reduce water consumption by 25 
percent. 

In the Alternatives Analysis on page 6-5, IRWD’s water conservation program to reduce water 
demand in its service area is described. IRWD has implemented programs that comply with or 
exceed prescribed urban water conservation Best Management Practices requirements under the 
California Urban Water Conservation Council. Conservation alone was not considered feasible to 
achieve the project objectives (page 6-6). The proposed project supports the Governor’s 2014 
conservation initiatives by providing water supply reliability for future conditions (page 2-4). The 
2015 Emergency Regulation mandated a 25% aggregate demand reduction statewide (a 
temporary measure that will expire in February 2016). Agencies with higher potential for 
reductions are assigned higher targets, and those that are already efficient are assigned lower 
targets. IRWD’s target is lower than 25% in recognition of the significant conservation already 
achieved by IRWD, and resultant demand hardening. The 2015 Emergency Regulation is targeted 
solely at temporary demand reductions, and does not address enhanced supply reliability. 

The Draft EIR states on page 6-6: 

Under extreme shortage scenarios, IRWD can temporarily implement further demand reduction 
efforts as described in IRWD’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan. Conservation efforts combined 
with supplemental supplies provided by the proposed project to augment IRWD’s supply 
portfolio provide the most effective and reliable water supply alternative. Therefore, conservation 
by itself was not considered feasible to achieve the project objectives. 

City-118 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to mention or consider a number of other potential, 
viable alternatives for IRWD including exchanges and transfers, acquisition of additional supplies 
from MWD or other member agencies, transfers and exchanges with other entities outside of 
MWD, desalination, increased groundwater pumping, and other operational changes. 

Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR provides information on IRWD’s water supplies and demands and 
includes reference to IRWD’s most recent Urban Water Management Plan. The proposed project 
is developed to enhance IRWD’s supply reliability under potential scenarios such as MWD 
shortage due to drought, catastrophic failures of water conveyance infrastructure, a shut-down of 
Delta water supply, or water quality issues in the SWP. The project includes exchanges and 
transfers as a way that IRWD can acquire water supplies such as unbalanced exchanges. IRWD 
evaluates other opportunities for exchanges or transfers that may be available on a short term or 
long term basis. Exchanges and transfers can be unreliable due to constraints related to 
conveyance or infrastructure capacity, regulatory approvals, or water quality which make 
exchanges or transfers unpredictable and do not meet the project objectives. The project is 
designed to address short term dry year shortages or other catastrophic shortages; as this project is 
not part of IRWD’s normal supply it would be cost prohibitive or infeasible to construct a 
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seawater desalination facility for this purpose. As stated on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR, IRWD 
could augment water supplies through increased local Orange County Basin groundwater 
pumping on a short-term basis. This may be only allowed temporarily, as it is anticipated that 
other water suppliers who produce water from the Orange County Basin will also experience 
cutbacks of imported supplies and will increase groundwater production and that imported 
replenishment supplies would also be cut. 

City-119 
The comment contends that the discussion of alternatives is inadequate for failure to consider a 
combination of additional recycled water supplies, water conservation, more efficient irrigation 
methods, operational changes, and additional alternate water supplies as a complete, viable and 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of a project that would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project (emphasis added). As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
not result in any significant impacts as documented in the analyses provided in Chapters 3, 4, and 
5 of the Draft EIR (Section 6.3 page 6-8). Nonetheless, CEQA requires that an EIR shall assess 
the No Project Alternative and this was done (Section 6.2.2 page 6-7 and 6-8). Although not 
required, the Draft EIR did consider conservation and additional recycled water as possible 
alternatives to the proposed project, in whole or in part, and both were found wanting. While 
IRWD manages a water conservation program to reduce demand in its service area, such 
programs do not achieve the objective of the proposed project to provide IRWD customers with 
increased water supply reliability through redundancy and diversification during periods when 
existing imported supplies are reduced or interrupted (Section 6.2.1 page 6-6). Similarly, even 
though IRWD operates an extensive recycled water program meeting 95 percent of all irrigation 
demand and over 23 percent of that district’s total water resource demand, additional recycled 
water use expansion could not be implemented as an alternative to the proposed project because 
IRWD needs to augment its potable water supply (emphasis added; Section 6.2.1 page 6-6). 
Please see also responses to City-114, City-116, and City-117.  

City-120 
The comment cites legal principles with reference to California case law [Vineyard Area Citizens 
for Responsible Growth, 40 Cal.4th at 432; Napa Citizens for Honest Government, 91 
Cal.App.4th 342]. The comment states that in Vineyard, the court stated that when “it is 
impossible to confidently determine that anticipated future water sources will be available, CEQA 
requires some discussion of possible replacement sources or alternatives to use of the anticipated 
water, and of the environmental consequences of those contingencies”; the comment also 
references the Napa Citizens holding that an EIR cannot label sources speculative and decline to 
address them. 

The comment does not specifically address the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for the record. See responses to City-41 and City-42. 
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City-121 
The comment states that Rosedale fails to properly consider the no project alternative, which 
should have demonstrated that without the proposed project, IRWD would not have a 
supplemental water supply and Rosedale would not have operational flexibility. The comment 
states that “[n]either of those results appears too problematic” in comparison to the adverse 
impacts that would result from the project, namely “significant adverse impacts on the Kern 
River, the groundwater basin, the City and local water supplies. 

On page 6-8 of the Draft EIR, the alternatives analysis does in fact state that under the no project 
alternative, Rosedale would not achieve the objective of operational flexibility and IRWD would 
not achieve the objective of water supply reliability and redundancy. Given that these are the 
project objectives, the Draft EIR properly states that the No Project alternative would not achieve 
the project objectives. As explained in response to City-2, City-3, City-8, City-10, City-13, and 
City-112, the proposed project would not have an adverse impact on the Kern River, the 
groundwater basin, the City or local water supplies. In fact there are no significant adverse and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project (see response to City-3 and City-12) 
and as such no alternatives are required to minimize impacts of the project. 

City-122 
The comment urges Rosedale and IRWD to either not implement the proposed project or prepare 
a “new, more comprehensive and complete EIR which complies with CEQA requirements.” 

This comment is not specific as to the claimed noncompliance with California law and, thus, a 
detailed response is not possible. Per Section 15088.5 of 14 CCR, no significant new information 
has been presented that would result in a new significant environmental impact or a new 
mitigation measure; no significant new information has been presented that would result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; no new feasible project 
alternatives have been presented that would lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project; and the project has no significant and unavoidable impacts that require consideration of 
alternatives to lessen such impacts. The Draft EIR provided an opportunity for meaningful public 
review and comment. The EIR complies with applicable California law. Rosedale and IRWD 
need not prepare a new, more comprehensive and/or more complete EIR. See also response to 
City-3. 

City of Bakersfield Exhibit A: Comments on the Notice of Preparation 
City NOP-1 
The comment states that the City of Bakersfield (City) generally supports the goals and purposes 
of the proposed project related to Rosedale’s efforts to increase its “operational flexibility;” 
however the comment expresses concern over the scope and content of the EIR.  

Please refer to response to City-1 and City-2. 

City NOP-2 
The comment expresses concern that the project involves transfer or sale of local water supplies 
from the Kern River out of Kern County to IRWD, and reiterates project details and project 
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objectives related to IRWD’s increased water supply and contingency storage. The comment also 
states that sales or transfers of local water supplies outside of Kern County are directly contrary to 
policies of the City, and that development of a water supply for IRWD would logically involve 
such importation or transfer.  

Please refer to response to City-2, City-6, and City-7. 

City NOP-3 
The comment questions the project’s transfer of local Kern County supplies, namely Kern River 
water, outside of the county, especially in a time of such critical drought. The comment states that 
“out-of-county” water sales or transfers could cause substantial impacts to groundwater and water 
supplies.  

Please refer to response to City-2. 

City NOP-4 
The comment states that because of the overlapping boundaries between the City and Rosedale, 
the EIR should accurately, honestly, and completely review impacts to the City, and review the 
transfer of local water out of Kern County.  

Please refer to response to City-10. 

City NOP-5 
The comment states that NOP project description is incomplete, vague, and lacking in critical 
details about the proposed project. The comment also states that the project description lacks 
information about IRWD’s use of water stored or banked in connection with the project.  

Please refer to response to City-21, City-43, City-48, and City-52. 

City NOP-6 
The comment states that the terms “integrate,” “coordinate,” and “operational flexibility” used to 
represent the goals and objectives of the project are vague and general, and as such, states that the 
project description does not indicate how the proposed project will achieve these goals and 
objectives.  

Please refer to response to City-50 and KCWA-3.  

City NOP-7 
The comment states that without a more detailed description of the proposed project’s objectives 
and goals specified under CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a)(1), the City cannot make a 
meaningful response to the NOP.  

Please refer to response to City-50 for a discussion of project objectives. Contrary to the 
comment, the NOP was prepared according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a)(1), which 
requires lead agencies to provide sufficient information describing the proposed project and 
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potential environmental effects, specifically: “(A) Description of the project; (B) Location of the 
project…; (C) probable environmental effects of the project.” The NOP included this information.  

City NOP-8 
The comment questions why IRWD is not the lead agency for the proposed project, since the 
agency would benefit from water supply and IRWD appears to have “principal responsibility” for 
the project. The comment states that Rosedale does not appear to obtain or utilize a new increased 
water supply in connection with the project. 

As explained in the Draft EIR on page 1-2, the proposed project is a joint project of both 
Rosedale and IRWD. CEQA Guidelines specify that if more than one agency carries out a project, 
only one can be the CEQA lead agency (CEQA Guidelines §15050(a)).  

Various aspects of the proposed project will be implemented by Rosedale, IRWD, and some by 
both agencies in coordination with one another. Rosedale will construct and operate the project. 
The project is to be operated on an integrated basis with Rosedale’s other banking facilities, and 
Rosedale, rather than IRWD, would manage the integration of the project with all of Rosedale’s 
other banking facilities. IRWD will secure supplies for only for a portion of the project, the 
Stockdale West property and potentially a portion of a third site, if developed, and will schedule 
its recharge and recovery requests through Rosedale. For the Stockdale East property, Rosedale 
will have priority use of recharge and recovery facilities. For these reasons Rosedale is 
considered to be an appropriate lead agency. This is discussed in Section 2.8 of the Draft EIR.  

City NOP-9 
The comment states that information regarding the source of water to be used for the project is 
not detailed enough, and that the vagueness for water supplies does not provide sufficient 
information for agencies to make a meaningful response to the NOP, as detailed in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082(a)(1).  

Please refer to response to City-25 and City-26 about the sources of recharge water supplies. 
Contrary to the comment, the NOP was prepared according to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082(a)(1), which requires lead agencies to provide sufficient information describing the 
proposed project and potential environmental effects, specifically: “(A) Description of the 
project; (B) Location of the project…; (C) probable environmental effects of the project.” The 
NOP included this information. The Draft EIR includes additional detail on potential water 
sources, which is included in the Project Description on pages 2-9 to 2-11.  

City NOP-10 
The comment states that the NOP does not examine the impacts of the project on the City, 
specifically potential impacts from using the same water as that which is proposed for the project. 
The comment also states that the NOP does not describe the current use of water to be utilized by 
the project, and does not identify how and to what extent water would be available for use in the 
project.  

Please refer to response to City25, City-26, City-83 and City-84. 
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City NOP-11 
The comment states that the EIR should review impacts of the proposed project on other water 
supply and banking projects in the area, including those operated by the City (Kern River channel 
and the 2800 Acre recharge facility).  

The Draft EIR includes both projects in the cumulative impacts analysis. The 2800 Acres project 
is featured as a select related water banking and infrastructure project on page 4-8 and the Kern 
River channel project is introduced in Table 4-1 on page 4-5. Impacts associated with water 
supply and banking are discussed on page 4-13 through 4-18.  

City NOP-12 
The comment states that the NOP does not provide sufficient or detailed information regarding 
the potential “conveyance facilities” included as part of the proposed project.  

Page A-5 of the NOP includes four paragraphs on the conveyance facilities proposed as part of 
the project. Additional project description-level detail was made available in the Draft EIR in 
Sections 2.4.4 and 2.5.3 and details regarding operation of the conveyance facilities are provided 
in Section 2.6.4.  

City NOP-13 
The comment states that the NOP does not mention consideration of project alternatives including 
the “no project alternative.” 

To the contrary, the NOP on page A-6 mentions the fact that the EIR will discuss alternatives to 
the proposed project, including the no project alternative.  

City NOP-14 
The comment states that the City reserves the right to comment further and raise objections on the 
project.  

The comment is noted for the record.  
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CHAPTER 11 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter contains a compilation of revisions made to the text of the Draft EIR by the Lead 
Agency, in response to the comments received during the 45-day public review period. All 
revisions are previously introduced in Chapter 10 of this Final EIR but are summarized here for 
convenience of the reader. Where the responses indicate additions or deletions to the text of the 
Draft EIR, additions are indicated in underline and deletions in strikeout. 

Chapter S: Summary 

Page S-5: 

The proposed project consists of three sites: Stockdale East, Stockdale West, the Central 
Intake Pipeline alignment, and a third project site that may be made up of non-contiguous 
parcels and that has yet to be specifically located, and the Central Intake Pipeline. 

Page S-7: 

During the public comment period and during scoping sessions held for the proposed 
project, concerns were raised regarding potential adverse impacts to the following: water 
quality; special status species; water supply sources for the proposed project; and adverse 
impacts to the City of Bakersfield’s water supply and surrounding environment. These 
concerns have been considered in the development of the scope of the environmental 
analysis included addressed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Draft EIR. 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Page 1-3: 

Figure 1-1 has been revised to show the City of Bakersfield’s boundaries.  
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Page 1-17: 

A review of the existing Strand Ranch Project has demonstrated that the groundwater banking 
program between IRWD and Rosedale has a benefit to the overall water balance within the 
groundwater basin. Operations of the facilities during the 2011 recharge cycle enabled Rosedale 
to recharge approximately 45,000 acre-feet of water that would not have otherwise come into the 
basin. Of this amount, Rosedale retained 25,000 acre-feet. Additional benefits to the basin include 
the loss factors applied to water banked by IRWD, which represents water that will be retained 
within the basin and may not be recovered.  

Chapter 2: Project Description 
Page 2-8: 

Should water from the sources listed below, or other sources, not suggested below be acquired for 
recharge, additional analysis may be required. subject to the discretion of Rosedale and IRWD. 
Rosedale and/or IRWD will analyze the use of identified sources for project purposes to 
determine the need for and/or extent of future analysis under CEQA. 

Page 2-12:  

Rosedale shall balance the proposed project’s recharge and recovery operations within the 
geographic areas shown on Figure 2-8.  

Page 2-12:  

A new Figure 2-8 has been added to the Draft EIR to clarify that recharge and recovery 
operations associated with groundwater banking will be balanced within the geographic areas 
shown as Area A and Area B within Rosedale’s service area.  

Chapter 3: Environmental Settling, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

Section 3.2: Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
Page 3.2-13: 

Furthermore, agricultural land uses, such as annual farming, grazing, or fallowing, would be 
allowed within the basins at the Stockdale Properties when not operated for water recharge or 
water management purposes. For a discussion of water quality related to farming use, please refer 
to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, from page 3.9-31 to 3.9-32.    

 



§̈¦5

Goose Lake Slough
Rosedale West

Intake Canal

North Kern
Water Storage District

Semitropic
Water Storage District

Buena Vista
Water Storage District

Rosedale - Rio Bravo
Water Storage District

Kern Water
Bank Authority

Shafter Wasco
Irrigation District

Proposed 
Central IntakeS

U
P

E
R

IO
R

 R
D

§̈¦5

ST58

ST43

ST58

Shafter

Rosedale

Bakersfield
Kern River

California Aqueduct

Friant-Kern Canal

Kern Water Bank Authority Canal

Kern River Canal

Cross Valley Canal
Stockdale

East
Stockdale

West
Strand
Ranch

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project  . 211181
Figure 1-1

Regional Location

SOURCE: ESRI 2013

Project Boundary
Additional Site Radius
Proposed Central Intake
City of Bakersfield

0 2

Miles

Area of
Detail



11. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 11-4 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR  November 2015 

 

 

 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 

 



Goose Lake Slough
Rosedale West

Intake Canal

Rosedale - Rio Bravo
Water Storage District

Proposed 
Central Intake

N
or

d 
A

ve

S
U

P
E

R
I

O
R

 
R

D

5

58

43

58
Rosedale

Bakersfield
Kern River

California Aqueduct

Kern Water Bank Authority Canal

Kern River Canal

Cross Valley Canal
Stockdale

East
Stockdale

West
Strand
Ranch

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project  . 211181
Figure 2-8

Recharge and Recovery Operations Associated with Groundwater Banking

SOURCE: ESRI 2013

Area A
Area B
Project Boundary
Additional Site Radius
Proposed Central Intake

0 2

Miles

Area of
Detail



11. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 11-6 ESA / 211181 
Final EIR November 2015 

Section 3.6: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
Page 3.6-15: 

During operation of the groundwater recharge basins, the recharge basins would contain 
water, which would inhibit erosion; during periods of non-recharge, the recharge basins 
would be subject to wind erosion. However, when not used for recharge, the basins would 
continue to be used for agricultural purposes. With the continuation of farming, grazing, or 
fallowing, the existing land cover would not be substantially altered from existing conditions 
and would not alter the conditions that affect erosion. Plant cover at the project site would 
minimize wind erosion. Operation of the Central Intake Pipeline would not contribute to wind 
erosion since the pipeline would be underground running along the edge of Stockdale East 
and then primarily beneath an existing dirt road between existing agricultural parcels. The 
dirt road is already denuded of vegetation and would be restored back to existing conditions, 
resulting in no change in erosion potential.  

Section 3.9: Hydrology and Water Quality 
Page 3.9-4: 

Recharge and recovery activities will generally increase the gradient during the early period of a 
recharge event due to the effective mounding of the groundwater table and decrease, flatten, or 
even reverse during a recovery period (THC, 2011). 

Page 3.9-6: 

Figure 3.9-1 has been revised to include a label for the City of Bakersfield’s 2800 Acre recharge 
and water banking facility project.  

Page 3.9-7: 

Volumetric recharge rates are controlled by the porosity and permeability of the subsurface 
materials and total pond area. Throughout the Kern Fan Area and including the area of the third 
Stockdale project site, existing borehole lithologic data shows that subsurface sediments are 
highly stratified (i.e. layered) with layers of permeable sand and gravel interbedded with less 
permeable silt and clay (THC, 2011). The less permeable layers are referred to as aquitards, 
which impede the vertical flow of water (recharge) but do not prevent it. Aquitards at depth can 
impede recharge efforts; however on the Kern Fan and in the project area, these layers impede but 
do not prevent recharge and recovery operations. The porosity of near surface soils tend to be 
very important to sustaining long term recharges operations. Pore spaces can eventually become 
clogged with finer grained material transported by the recharge water or by bio-growths found 
within the recharge water. Local project operators periodically scrape or treat their ponds to 
remove clogging deposits and encourage the growth of certain types of plants which keep the 
near-surface soil structure open and porous.  
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Page 3.9-9: 

Significant changes in groundwater levels have occurred during the various recharge and 
recovery cycles in the project area since 1995 when the Kern Water Bank and Pioneer Project 
began operations. Extreme changes occurred between 2007 and 2010 when groundwater levels 
fluctuated as much as 246 feet between historical high levels in 2007 and historical low levels 
in 2010 (THC, 2015). These conditions have been recorded at nested monitoring wells in the 
project area where water levels fluctuated from highs of approximately 282 to 305 feet amsl to 
lows of approximately 36 to 73 feet amsl (Figure 3.9-2); given ground surface elevations are 
approximately 314 to 328 amsl at the monitoring well locations, this translates into high 
groundwater levels of approximately 31 to 32 feet below ground surface (bgs) and low 
groundwater levels of approximately 253 to 273 bgs. For the purpose of identifying the 
potential effects of the proposed project on a range of conditions, including historical low 
groundwater levels, the period from 2004 through 2010 is selected as the baseline on which to 
superimpose proposed recharge and recovery conditions in order to determine the greatest 
potential impacts on water levels assuming the historical groundwater record represents the 
range of potential groundwater level conditions that could be expected in the future.  

Use of the 2004 through 2010 time period ensures that an outlier or transitory condition is not 
used as the baseline condition out of context and provides the public with more accurate 
information about potential impacts resulting from project operations. The baseline historical 
groundwater conditions include recharge and recovery operations from nearby existing banking 
projects (e.g., Kern Water Bank, Pioneer Project, Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Service District, 
etc.) including the more recently operating Strand Ranch Project.  

Page 3.9-22: 

The proposed recharge activities would likely may improve underlying groundwater quality 
through the blending of high quality surface water such that no adverse effect on water quality 
would be anticipated (see discussion under Impact HYDRO-5). In addition, the pump-in water 
quality requirements would ensure that water introduced into the CVC and California Aqueduct 
would meet KCWA and DWR requirements. 

Page 3.9-26: 

Subsequent implementation of the third Stockdale project site similarly: may contribute to lower 
groundwater levels in the project area. If and when the third Stockdale project site is identified, 
subsequent project-level environmental review will be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168(c) to determine site-specific effects to groundwater. However, with 
implementation of Rosedale’s LTOP, as described below, impacts to groundwater levels and 
corresponding impacts to operation of neighboring wells would be considered less than 
significant. 

Page 3.9-32: 
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The surface water sources for recharge generally have constituent concentrations that are lower 
than the underlying groundwater or well below drinking water MCLs, and therefore with 
blending, recharge would not substantially degrade water quality below drinking water standards 
and may improve groundwater quality would likely improve. The transport, use, and disposal of 
pesticides at Stockdale East, Stockdale West, and the third Stockdale project site would also be 
done in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements, including regulations specific to 
application of pesticides within recharge basins and in proximity to wellheads. Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 would require that samples of soils at the Stockdale East property are analyzed 
and removed appropriately if soils contain hazardous quantities of contaminants. Therefore 
impacts to water quality would be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

Section 3.10: Land Use and Planning 
Page 3.10-1: 

The Kern River and floodplain, the dominant natural feature in the vicinity of the Stockdale 
Properties, is located approximately 2.5 miles south and east of the project sites. 

Page 3.10-2: 

Figure 3.10-1 has been revised to include land use designations for the property directly adjacent 
to the outside border of the radius for the third Stockdale project site.  

Page 3.10-3: 

Third Stockdale Site 
The third Stockdale project site would be located within a site radius as shown on Figure 3.10-1, 
and is anticipated to be primarily agricultural land. The majority of land within and adjacent to 
the outside border of the radius is designated Intensive Agriculture by the Kern County General 
Plan and is zoned Exclusive Agriculture, similar to Stockdale East and Stockdale West.  

Page 3.10-4: 

Figure 3.10-2 has been revised to include land use designations for the property directly adjacent 
to the outside border of the radius for the third Stockdale project site.  

Page 3.10-11 to 3.10-12: 

Given that the proposed project would not result in the conversion of land to urban uses, and that 
mitigation measures have been included to reduce project impacts to threatened and endangered 
species to less than significant levels (see Mitigation Measures BIO-1 though BIO-10 BIO-7 in 
Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources), the proposed project would not conflict with the MBHCP. 
Impacts would be less than significant, and no additional mitigation is required 

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project 11-9 ESA / 211181 
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Page 3.10-10: 

Third Stockdale Site 
The location of the third Stockdale project site has not yet been determined. Land within the site 
radius shown on Figure 3.10-1 is primarily Intensive Agriculture, similar to both the Stockdale 
East and Stockdale West properties. As shown on revised Figure 3.10-1, land on the outside 
border of the radius for the third Stockdale project site is similar to land designated within the 
radius: Intensive Agriculture. As shown on Figure 3.10-2., land within the site radius is zoned 
primarily Exclusive Agriculture. As shown on Figure 3.10-2, land on the outside border of the 
radius for the third Stockdale project site is similar to land zoned within the radius: Exclusive 
Agriculture. It is anticipated that the third Stockdale project site would be located on agricultural 
land designated as Intensive Agriculture by the Kern County General Plan, which allows for 
groundwater recharge facilities. Kern County Setback and mid-section line requirements would 
be adhered to, similar to Stockdale East and Stockdale West.  

Chapter 4: Cumulative Impacts 
Page 4-16: 

The cumulative analysis assumes that all 14 recovery wells are operating for eight months and 
approximately 44,100 AF of groundwater is extracted (THC, 2014, Appendix I).  

Page 4-16 

However, historical low groundwater levels may have recently been exceeded in 2014 due to 
ongoing drought conditions (Kern Fan Monitoring Committee, 2015), and development of the 
third Stockdale site, together with other future groundwater banking projects may be developed 
that increase cumulative recovery capacity in the project area. Therefore, implementation of 
Rosedale’s Long Term Operations Plan, as required by Mitigation Measure CUM-2, would 
serve to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative groundwater 
impacts and associated effects to wells serving overlying land uses. 
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CHAPTER 12 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

CEQA Requirements  
Section 15091(d) and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines require a public agency to adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the changes it has required in the project or conditions of 
approval to substantially lessen significant environmental effects. This MMRP summarizes the 
mitigation commitments identified in the Stockdale Integrated Banking Project Final EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2013091076). Mitigation measures are presented in the same order as they 
occur in the Final EIR.  

The columns in the MMRP table provide the following information: 

 Mitigation Measure(s): The action(s) that will be taken to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. 

 Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action: The appropriate steps to 
implement and document compliance with the mitigation measures.  

 Responsibility: The agency or private entity responsible for ensuring implementation of 
the mitigation measure. However, until the mitigation measures are completed, Rosedale, 
as the CEQA Lead Agency, remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occur in accordance with the MMRP (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15097(a)). 

 Monitoring Schedule: The general schedule for conducting each task, either prior to 
construction, during construction and/or after construction. 
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TABLE 12-1 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE STOCKDALE INTEGRATED BANKING PROJECT 

Mitigation Measures Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

Aesthetics 

AES-1: All nighttime construction lighting and security lighting installed on new facilities 
shall be shielded and directed downward to avoid light spill onto neighboring properties. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Perform site inspections to ensure mitigation is being 
implemented during construction. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

AGR-1: If the third Stockdale project site is under a Williamson Act contract, then the 
use of the property would be managed as applicable in accordance with Kern County’s 
Agricultural Preserve Standard Uniform Rules, which identify land uses that are 
compatible within agricultural preserves established under the Williamson Act.   

 Include mitigation measure in project design 
specifications. 

 Perform site inspections as appropriate based on the 
Uniform Rules to ensure property is being managed as 
defined.  

Rosedale/IRWD Before Construction 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1: The following measures would reduce potential impacts to nesting and migratory 
birds and raptors to less than significant levels: 

 Within 15 days of site clearing, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction, migratory bird and raptor nesting survey. The biologist must 
be qualified to determine the status and stage of nesting by migratory birds 
and all locally breeding raptor species without causing intrusive disturbance. 
This survey shall include species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act including the tricolored blackbird. The survey shall cover all reasonably 
potential nesting locations for the relevant species on or closely adjacent to 
the proposed project site. 

 Nesting habitat should be removed prior to the bird breeding season (February 
1 – September 30).  

 If an active nest is confirmed by the biologist, no construction activities shall 
occur within 250 feet of the nesting site for migratory birds and within 500 feet 
of the nesting site for raptors. The buffer zones around any nest within which 
project-related construction activities would be avoided can be reduced as 
determined acceptable by a qualified biologist. Construction activities may 
resume once the breeding season ends (February 1 – September 30), or the 
nest has either failed or the birds have fledged.  

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction 
nesting survey as defined. 

 Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey. 

 If an active nest is detected, then implement measures 
as appropriate. Perform construction site inspections to 
ensure measures are implemented properly. An 
inspection log will be maintained to document results of 
site inspections.  

 Retain copies of pre-construction survey 
documentation and construction site inspection logs in 
the project file. 
 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 
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TABLE 12-1 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE STOCKDALE INTEGRATED BANKING PROJECT 

Mitigation Measures Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

BIO-2: If construction activities are scheduled to take place outside of the Swainson’s 
hawk nesting season (which runs from March 1 – September 15), then no 
preconstruction clearance surveys or subsequent avoidance buffers are required. If 
construction activities are initiated within the nesting season then preconstruction nesting 
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to ground disturbance, in 
accordance with the guidance provided in the Recommended Timing and Methodology 
for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk 
Technical Advisory Committee, 2000). The required windshield surveys shall cover a 
one-half mile radius around the project sites. If a nest site is found, the qualified biologist 
shall determine the appropriate buffer zone around the nest within which project-related 
construction activities would be avoided. In addition, the qualified biologist shall consult 
with Rosedale and/or IRWD to determine whether consultation with CDFW is necessary. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction 
surveys for Swainson’s hawk as defined. 

 Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey. 

 If a Swainson ’s hawk nest is detected, then implement 
measures as appropriate. Perform construction site 
inspections to ensure measures are implemented 
properly. An inspection log will be maintained to 
document results of site inspections.  

 Retain copies of pre-construction survey 
documentation and construction site inspection logs in 
the project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

BIO-3: A pre-construction survey shall be conducted for burrowing owls 14 to 30 days 
prior to clearing of the site by a qualified biologist in accordance with the most recent 
CDFW protocol, currently the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 
Surveys shall cover suitable burrowing owl habitat disturbed by construction including a 
500-foot buffer. The survey would identify adult and juvenile burrowing owls and signs of 
burrowing owl occupation. This survey shall include two early morning surveys and two 
evening surveys to ensure that all owl pairs have been located. If occupied burrowing 
owl habitat is detected on the proposed project site, measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts shall be incorporated into the proposed project and shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: 

 If owls are identified on or adjacent to the site, a qualified biologist shall 
provide a pre-construction Worker’s Environmental Awareness Program to 
contractors and their employees that describes the life history and species 
protection measures that are in effect to avoid impacts to burrowing owls. 
Construction monitoring will also occur throughout the duration of ground-
disturbing construction activities to ensure no impacts occur to burrowing owl.  

 Construction exclusion areas shall be established around the occupied 
burrows in which no disturbance shall be allowed to occur while the burrows 
are occupied. Buffer areas shall be determined by a qualified biologist based 
on the recommendations outlined in the most recent Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 

 If occupied burrows cannot be avoided, a qualified biologist shall develop and 
implement a Burrowing Owl Management Plan. The biologist shall develop the 
Plan in consultation with Rosedale and/or IRWD and shall coordinate with 
CDFW as necessary. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction 
surveys as defined, covering suitable burrowing owl 
habitat. 

 Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey. 

 If occupied burrowing owl habitat is found, then 
implement construction limitations and programs as 
defined. Perform construction site inspections to 
ensure measures are implemented properly and the 
construction contractor is complying with construction 
limitations. An inspection log will be maintained to 
document results of site inspections. 

 Retain copies of pre-construction survey 
documentation and construction site inspection logs in 
the project file. 

 

Rosedale; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 
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TABLE 12-1 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE STOCKDALE INTEGRATED BANKING PROJECT 

Mitigation Measures Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

BIO-4: IRWD and Rosedale shall conduct a USFWS-approved “early evaluation” of the 
project area to determine if the project sites represent San Joaquin kit fox habitat. If the 
evaluation shows that the San Joaquin kit fox does not utilize the project sites, and the 
project will not result in take, then no further mitigation shall be required for this 
endangered species. If the “early evaluation” finds potential for the presence of kit fox, 
USFWS may require a San Joaquin kit fox survey to be conducted by a qualified 
biologist, in accordance with the most recent USFWS San Joaquin Kit Fox Survey 
Protocol. If it is determined that the San Joaquin kit fox has the potential to utilize the 
property then the following measures are required to avoid potential adverse effects to 
this species: 

 Rosedale and/or IRWD shall initiate discussions with the USFWS to determine 
appropriate project modifications to protect kit fox, including avoidance, 
minimization, restoration, preservation, or compensation. 

 If evidence of active or potentially active San Joaquin kit fox dens is found 
within the area to be impacted by the proposed project, compensation for the 
habitat loss shall be determined and provided in consultation with USFWS and 
CDFW. 

 Conduct evaluation of project area for San Joaquin kit 
fox habitat prior to construction. If kit fox are 
determined to use project property, then implement 
measures as defined. 

 Perform construction site inspections to ensure any 
measures decided upon are implemented properly. 

 Retain copies of survey documentation and 
construction site inspection logs in the project file.  

Rosedale/IRWD;  Before and During 
Construction 

BIO-5: Prior to ground disturbing activities at the Goose Lake Slough and third 
Stockdale site, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction floristic survey and, if 
deemed necessary, focused rare plant survey of project areas to determine and map the 
location and extent of special-status plant species populations and natural communities 
of special concern within disturbance areas. Focused rare plant surveys shall occur 
during the typical blooming periods of special-status plants with the potential to occur. 
The plant surveys shall follow the CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts 
to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (November 24, 
2009). 
If a special-status plant species is found to be present, and avoidance of the species 
and/or habitat is not feasible, the implementing agency shall retain a qualified botanist to 
prepare and implement a Revegetation/Restoration Mitigation Plan. 
 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction 
surveys for special status plants as defined. 

 Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey. 

 If special-status plant species are detected, then 
implement measures as appropriate.  Perform 
construction site inspections to ensure measures are 
implemented properly. An inspection log will be 
maintained to document results of site inspections. 

 Retain copies of pre-construction survey 
documentation and construction site inspection logs in 
the project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 
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TABLE 12-1 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE STOCKDALE INTEGRATED BANKING PROJECT 

Mitigation Measures Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

BIO-6: Prior to ground disturbing activities at the third Stockdale site, a habitat 
assessment shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the potential for 
special-status wildlife species to occur within affected areas. If the habitat assessment 
determines that a special-status species has the potential to be present within a 
minimum of 500 feet of the construction zone, a qualified biologist shall determine 
whether subsequent focused surveys are required prior to project implementation to 
determine presence or absence. 
If a special-status wildlife species is found to be present, and avoidance of the species 
and/or habitat is not feasible, then Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 shall be 
implemented as appropriate, or Rosedale and/or IRWD shall consult with a qualified 
biologist to prepare a species-specific mitigation plan and determine whether 
consultation with wildlife agencies are recommended.  
 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction 
surveys for special-status wildlife species as defined. 

 Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey. 

 If special-status wildlife species are detected, then 
implement measures as appropriate. Perform 
construction site inspections to ensure measures are 
implemented properly and the construction contractor 
is complying with construction limitations. An inspection 
log will be maintained to document results of site 
inspections. 

 Retain copies of preconstruction survey documentation 
and construction site inspection logs in the project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

BIO-7: For project components that have potential to impact jurisdictional features, prior 
to ground disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct a 
jurisdictional delineation in areas that may be affected by the project. If jurisdictional 
resources are identified, the qualified biologist shall prepare a jurisdictional delineation 
report outlining the potential acreage of jurisdictional features that may be impacted. The 
jurisdictional delineation report will be submitted to USACE for a jurisdictional 
determination. If the delineation report determines that jurisdictional waters and/or 
wetlands are present within the project site, regulatory permits may be required prior to 
project impacts which include mitigation and/or compensation to reduce impacts to 
jurisdictional features to a less than significant level. Based on the results of the 
delineation report, permits required may include a 404 or Nationwide Permit from 
USACE, a 401 Certification from RWQCB and/or a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from CDFW. Project impacts under 0.10 acre may not require a permit from USACE but 
only a notification of impact. The appropriate permits required to reduce impacts to 
jurisdictional features will be determined through initial consultation with the resource 
agencies. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 A qualified biologist shall conduct a jurisdictional 
delineation as defined, if necessary.  

 A jurisdictional delineation report shall be prepared, if 
necessary. This report shall be submitted to USACE 
and kept in the project file on-site. 

Rosedale/IRWD Before and During 
construction 
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Cultural Resources 

CUL-1: In the event that prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources will 
be halted and Rosedale or IRWD (as applicable) will consult with a qualified 
archaeologist to assess the significance of the find according to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant, then Rosedale or IRWD and 
the archaeologist will meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other 
appropriate mitigation. Rosedale or IRWD (as applicable) will make the final 
determination. All significant cultural materials recovered will be, as necessary and at the 
discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to scientific analysis, professional 
museum curation, and documentation according to current professional standards. 
In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting archaeologist in 
order to mitigate impacts to historical resources or unique archaeological resources, 
Rosedale or IRWD will determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of 
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other considerations. If 
avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) will be 
instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for 
historical resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 In the event that subsurface cultural resources are 
discovered, documentation of the assessment of the 
significance of the find will be prepared and retained in 
the project file. 

 Perform site inspections to ensure compliance with 
cultural sensitivity requirements. Retain inspection 
forms in the project file.  

 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 

CUL-2: For any project components not previously subject to archaeological survey 
(e.g., the third Stockdale site), prior to the initiation of ground disturbance, a qualified 
archaeologist shall be retained to carry out a Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the 
project component. The Phase I Survey shall identify and evaluate the significance of 
any resources that may be directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed project. The 
Phase I Survey effort shall be documented in a Phase I Report. If as a result of the 
additional Phase I Survey any resource is found to be a historical or unique 
archaeological resource as defined in PRC Section 21084.1 and 21083.2(g), 
respectively, then Mitigation Measure CUL-1 shall be implemented. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications.  

 A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey shall be 
completed when the third Stockdale site is identified. 

 Perform site inspections to ensure construction 
contractor is in compliance with any avoidance 
measures or other mitigation requirements.  

 Retain copies of construction site inspection logs in the 
project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
construction 
contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

CUL-3: In the event that paleontological resources are discovered, Rosedale or IRWD 
(depending upon the project component) will notify a qualified paleontologist. The 
paleontologist will document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, 
and assess the significance of the find under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. If fossil or fossil bearing deposits are discovered during construction, 
excavations within 50 feet of the find will be temporarily halted or diverted until the 
discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist. The paleontologist will notify the 
appropriate agencies to determine procedures that would be followed before 
construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. If Rosedale or IRWD 
determines that avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist will prepare an excavation 
plan for mitigating the effect of the project on the qualities that make the resource 
important. The plan will be submitted to Rosedale or IRWD for review and approval prior 
to implementation. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 In the event that paleontological resources are 
discovered, documentation of the assessment of the 
significance of the find will be prepared and retained in 
the project file  

 Paleontological monitoring reports and logs will be 
retained in project file.  

 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 
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CUL-4: Once the location of the third Stockdale site is determined (or any additional 
project components), prior to the initiation of ground disturbance, a paleontological 
literature, map, and museum locality review shall be conducted in order to assess the 
paleontological sensitivity of the project component. If the literature, map, and museum 
locality review identifies potentially sensitive paleontological resources, then a qualified 
paleontologist shall be retained to conduct a pedestrian survey and assessment of the 
project component. A report shall be prepared which summarizes the results of the 
survey and assessment and provides recommendations regarding implementation of 
mitigation, such as Mitigation Measure CUL-3. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Perform evaluation of paleontological sensitivity of the 
third Stockdale site, as described. 

 Retain copies of the paleontological report and 
recommendations in the project file. 
 

Rosedale/IRWD Before Construction 

CUL-5: If human remains are uncovered during project construction, Rosedale or IRWD 
(as applicable) shall immediately halt work, contact the Kern County Coroner to evaluate 
the remains, and follow the procedures and protocols set forth in Section 15064.4 (e)(1) 
of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. If the Coroner determines the 
remains are Native American in origin, the Coroner shall contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). As provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, 
the NAHC shall identify the person or persons believed to be most likely descended from 
the deceased Native American. The most likely descendent shall be afforded the 
opportunity to provide recommendations concerning the future disposition of the remains 
and any associated grave goods as provided in PRC 5097.98. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is 
following procedures outlined in this measure. 

 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1: Prior to construction at Stockdale East, Rosedale shall collect representative 
samples of soils remaining in place near the oilfield as identified in the Phase 1 
Environmental Site Assessment. The samples shall be analyzed for total petroleum 
hydrocarbons and pesticides. Rosedale shall avoid if feasible or otherwise remove from 
the site soils identified as containing hazardous quantities of contaminants and dispose 
of such soils in accordance with applicable hazardous waste regulations. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 In the event of identification of hazardous site soils, 
documentation of the assessment and removal or 
avoidance shall be prepared and retained in the project 
file.  

Rosedale; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

HAZ-2: In the event that asbestos-containing materials are uncovered during project 
construction, work at the project sites shall immediately halt and a qualified hazardous 
materials professional shall be contacted and brought to the project sites to make a 
proper assessment of the suspect materials. All potentially friable asbestos-containing 
materials shall be removed in accordance with Federal, State, and local laws and the 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants guidelines prior to ground 
disturbance that may disturb such materials. All demolition activities shall be undertaken 
in accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards, 
as contained in Title 8 of the CCR, Section 1529, to protect workers from exposure to 
asbestos. Materials containing more than one percent asbestos shall also be subject to 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District regulations. Demolition shall be 
performed in conformance with Federal, state, and local laws and regulations so that 
construction workers and/or the public avoid significant exposure to asbestos-containing 
materials. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 In the event of identification of asbestos-containing 
materials on site, documentation of the assessment 
and removal shall be prepared and retained in the 
project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 
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HAZ-3: A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment shall be prepared for the Central 
Intake Pipeline and third Stockdale project site to identify potential hazards and 
hazardous materials located within a one-mile radius. The construction contractor shall 
be informed of potential hazards and shall develop appropriate plans to avoid or 
remediate hazards. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Results of the assessment shall be documented and 
retained in the project file.  

 Construction site inspections shall be performed to 
ensure contractor compliance with identified plans to 
avoid or remediate hazards. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

HAZ-4: In the event the third Stockdale project site is located within a quarter mile of any 
school facilities, prior to construction, the contractors shall coordinate the proposed 
project construction route with the impacted school district and school facility to avoid 
school safety routes. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Documentation of the agreed upon construction route 
shall be retained in the project file.  

 Construction site inspections shall be performed to 
ensure contractor compliance with identified 
construction route.  

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

HAZ-5: IRWD and Rosedale shall coordinate with the Kern County Department of Public 
Health Services and the Kern Mosquito and Vector Control District prior to project 
operations to develop and implement, if necessary, appropriate insect abatement 
methods. Such methods shall not utilize any substances that may contaminate 
groundwater. 

 Include mitigation measure in project design 
specifications. 

 Coordinate with appropriate Kern County agencies and 
retain documentation of correspondence with such 
agencies in the project file. 

 Implementation of appropriate insect abatement 
methods shall be documented and retained in the 
project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD Before and After 
Construction 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

HYDRO-1: The SWPPP for the proposed project shall include the following BMPs: 
 Establish an erosion control perimeter around active construction 

and contractor layout areas, using methods such as silt fencing, jute 
netting, straw waddles, or other appropriate measures to control 
sediment from leaving the construction area. 

 Stockpiled soils shall be watered, covered, or otherwise managed to 
prevent loss due to water and wind erosion. 

 Install containment measures at fueling stations and at fuel and 
chemical storage sites. 

 Employ good house-keeping measures including clearing 
construction debris and waste materials at the end of each day. 

 Prepare the SWPPP prior to project implementation.  
 Retain copies of the SWPPP in the project file. 
 Retain copies of sampling and analyses conducted in 

accordance with the SWPPP in the project file. 
 Conduct construction site inspections in accordance 

with the SWPPP to ensure proper implementation of 
BMPs. 

 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 
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HYDRO-2: Prior to operation of the project, Rosedale shall develop and implement a 
shallow groundwater monitoring plan for purposes of protecting subsurface structures of 
the Cross Valley Canal (CVC). Piezometers shall be installed adjacent to the CVC at 
Stockdale East and the third Stockdale project site if applicable. Piezometers have 
already been installed at Stockdale West. The location and design of the new 
piezometers shall be approved by the Kern County Water Agency (KCWA). Piezometers 
at the Stockdale Properties shall be used to monitor groundwater levels beneath the 
CVC. Prior to initiating the project, a California state licensed geotechnical engineer shall 
conduct an analysis to determine the critical depth at which shallow groundwater would 
pose a threat to the stability of CVC structures. Based on this analysis, the monitoring 
plan shall identify depths at which monitoring frequency shall change, such as from 
monthly to weekly to daily, as shallow groundwater levels approach the critical depth. 
The monitoring plan also shall identify the depth at which project operation would cease 
such that the critical depth would not be reached and the conditions under which project 
operation could resume. The monitoring plan shall be approved by KCWA. 

 Retain a licensed geotechnical engineer to conduct the 
analysis as described and prepare the shallow 
groundwater monitoring plan. 

 Initiate consultation with KCWA regarding the plan. 
Retain copies of correspondence with KCWA in the 
project file. 

 Retain copies of the plan and KCWA approvals in the 
project file.  

 During plan implementation, retain copies of the 
monitoring reports in the project file. 
 
 

Rosedale/IRWD Before and During 
Construction 

HYDRO-3: If the third Stockdale project site includes a flood hazard area, then 
associated project facilities would be designed either: (1) to avoid development within 
the flood hazard area, or (2) to ensure that flood hazards or flood elevations on 
neighboring parcels are not significantly altered. 

 Include mitigation measure in project design 
specifications.  

 Retain specifications related to flood hazards in the 
project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD Before Construction 

Land Use and Planning 

LU-1: A General Plan Amendment may be requested from Kern County to eliminate the 
mid-section line setback requirements from the Stockdale properties.  

 Documentation of any necessary amendments shall be 
retained in the project file. 

Rosedale Before Construction 

Noise 

NOISE-1: To reduce temporary construction related noise impacts at the third Stockdale 
site, the following shall be implemented by the construction contractor: 

a. Place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is 
directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project site. 

b. Locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest 
possible distance between construction-related noise sources and 
noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all project 
construction. 

c. Ensure proper maintenance and working order of equipment and 
vehicles, and that all construction equipment is equipped with 
manufacturers approved mufflers and baffles. 

d. Install sound-control devices in all construction and impact equipment, 
no less effective than those provided on the original equipment.  

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in 
compliance with noise mitigation measures. 

 Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 
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Traffic and Transportation  

TR-1: For project features that require open-trench construction across roadways, the 
Construction Traffic Control Plan for the proposed project shall include measures that 
ensure Rosedale provides signage and flagging to alert motorists of pending and actual 
lane or road closures and detours. Such measures shall conform to the requirements of 
the Kern County Roads Department and any requirements of related encroachments 
permits. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Verify that the Construction Traffic Control Plan has 
been prepared and approved by the applicable local 
jurisdiction(s). 

 Perform site inspections to routinely verify proper 
implementation of the approved Plan. 

 Retain copies of the Plan and inspection records in the 
project file. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

TR-2: IRWD and Rosedale shall require the construction contractor to prepare and 
implement a Construction Traffic Control Plan that conforms to requirements of the Kern 
County Roads Department, California Department of Transportation District 6, and the 
California Department of Transportation Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook. The construction contractor shall obtain all 
necessary permits for the work within the road right-of-way or use of 
oversized/overweight vehicles that will utilize county maintained roads, which may 
require California Highway Patrol or a pilot car escort. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications. 

 Verify that the Construction Traffic Control Plan has 
been prepared and approved by the applicable local 
jurisdiction(s). 

 Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in 
compliance with plan. 

 Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file. 
 Retain copies of necessary permits obtained for the 

work within the road right-of-way. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

Before and During 
Construction 

Utilities and Energy 

UTIL: IRWD and Rosedale shall install energy efficient equipment, including pumps and 
motors, for operation of the proposed project. 

 Include mitigation measure in project design 
specifications and construction contractor 
specifications. 

Rosedale/IRWD; 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Construction 

Cumulative Impacts 

CUM-1: The construction contractor shall consult with appropriate local agencies and 
jurisdictions prior to initiating ground-disturbing activities, to determine if other 
construction projects will occur coincidentally at the same time and in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, depending on project schedule. Coordination of construction activities 
for coincident projects shall occur to ensure impacts to noise and traffic do not 
compound to be cumulatively significant and to ensure compatibility of activities within 
construction zones. Adjustments to construction schedules and plans shall be made 
accordingly as necessary. 

 Include mitigation measure in construction contractor 
specifications.  

 Retain copies of correspondence and coordination with 
other agencies and jurisdictions in the project file. 

Construction 
Contractor 

Before Construction 
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CUM-2: Operation of the proposed project shall be conducted in accordance with the 
Long Term Project Recovery Operations Plan Regarding Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water 
Storage District Projects (Long Term Operations Plan). The Long Term Operations Plan 
requires monitoring of groundwater conditions; annual predictions of project-related 
groundwater declines in the area; definition of negative project impact (NPI) to 
neighboring wells relative to no-project conditions; triggers for implementation of 
mitigation measures based on NPI that affects neighboring well operation; and mitigation 
measures to be implemented for different categories of wells. Mitigation measures 
include, but are not limited to, providing compensation to lower well pumps; reducing or 
adjusting pumping to prevent, avoid, or eliminate the NPI; or drilling a new well. 

 Copies of monitoring reports and annual groundwater 
modeling runs shall be maintained in the project file. 

 Document implementation of mitigation measures and 
retain in the project file. 

Rosedale After Construction 
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1. Introduction 

This Technical Memorandum (TM) summarizes an analysis of potential groundwater level 
changes associated with the proposed 2014 Drought Relief Project (the Project).  The Project is 
located within and adjacent to Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District's (RRBWSD's) service 
area at the existing Superior, West, and proposed Stockdale East facilities (Project Area, see 
Figure 1).  The Project includes construction of eleven groundwater production wells to recover 
stored water. 
 
This TM presents the results of a hydrogeological analysis to assess potential groundwater level 
impacts associated with Project pumping from the eleven proposed wells.  The analysis was 
conducted using a calibrated numerical groundwater flow model previously developed to assess 
groundwater level changes in the area of banking projects along the lower Kern River.  The 
scope of work for the analysis included: 

1. Developing Project pumping scenarios for analysis using the groundwater flow model. 
2. Identifying alternative screened interval depths for Project wells for analysis using the 

groundwater flow model.  
3. Analyzing the Project scenarios using the calibrated groundwater flow model. 
4. Preparing this TM summarizing the results. 

 
 
 

  

To: Mr. Dan Bartel 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District 

From: Thomas Harder, P.G., CH.G. 
Thomas Harder & Co. 

Date: 3-Nov-14 

Re: 2014 Drought Relief Project 
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1.1. Analysis Methodology – Groundwater Flow Model 

Potential changes in groundwater levels predicted for Project recovery scenarios were analyzed 
using a calibrated numerical groundwater flow model.  The groundwater model used for the 
analysis was previously developed to evaluate groundwater level changes in the vicinity of 
banking projects along the Kern River west of Bakersfield, California.  The model was 
developed using MODFLOW, a block centered, finite difference groundwater flow modeling 
code developed by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) for simulating groundwater 
flow (McDonald and Harbaugh, 1988)1.  MODFLOW is one of the most widely used and 
critically accepted model codes available (Anderson and Woessner, 2002)2.   

The original documentation for the model is presented in TH&Co (2011)3.  Since that time, the 
model has been updated, refined, and recalibrated.  The version used for this analysis is 
calibrated through December 2013 and incorporates projected 2014 groundwater pumping and 
recharge for all other banking projects and pumpers in the model area. 

1.2. Types and Sources of Data 

The calibrated groundwater flow model used in the analysis of groundwater level changes 
incorporates a comprehensive hydrogeological database of the Project Area, as summarized in 
TH&Co (2011).  The types of data used to develop the model included geology, soils/lithology, 
groundwater levels, hydrogeology, surface water hydrology, and groundwater recharge and 
pumping.  Information regarding the Project Area was provided by RRBWSD and Zeiders 
Consulting. 

 
  

                                                 
1 McDonald, M.G., and Harbaugh, A.W., 1988.  A Modular Three-Dimensional Finite-Difference Ground-Water 
Flow Model: in Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations of the United States Geological Survey; Book 6 
Modeling Techniques. 
2 Anderson, M.P., and Woessner, W.W., 2002.  Applied Groundwater Modeling, Simulation of Flow and Advective 
Transport.  Academic Press. 
3 TH&Co., 2011.  Hydrogeological Impact Evaluation Related to Operation of the Kern Water Bank and Pioneer 
Projects.  Prepared for McMurtrey, Hartsock, & Worth and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District,  
December 5, 2011. 
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2. Project Pumping Scenarios for Analysis Using the Groundwater Flow 

Model 

The 2014 Drought Relief Project is located near the Kern Water Bank and Pioneer Project where 
existing recharge and recovery operations are already occurring.  In addition, there is ongoing 
groundwater production in the area to supply agriculture and municipal demands.  In order to 
evaluate potential impacts of the Project on existing projects and production wells, Project 
pumping (simulated as an 8-month Project pumping period) was superimposed on groundwater 
conditions that reflect predicted groundwater recharge and recovery operations for 2014.  Year 
2014 projected pumping and recharge for the baseline was obtained from each of the area 
banking entities and incorporated into the groundwater flow model.  Municipal production (e.g. 
Vaughn Water Company and City of Bakersfield) for 2014 was assumed to be the same as 2013. 

It is noted that the three Stockdale West wells that are part of the Stockdale Integrated Banking 
Project (see Figure 1) were included in the Project pumping simulation though they are not a part 
of the 2014 Drought Relief Project. 

2.1. Baseline Groundwater Level Conditions 

Potential changes in groundwater levels specific to Project operations were evaluated relative to 
baseline groundwater level conditions for an 8-month Project pumping period between April 
2014 and November 2014.  The baseline condition is represented by the model-generated ground 
water levels for the calibrated groundwater flow model (through 2013) and the model-generated 
groundwater levels resulting from the 2014 projected recharge and recovery for the model area.  
All groundwater level changes associated with Project scenarios are relative to this Baseline 
condition. 

2.2. Project Operational Scenarios 

The purpose of the scenarios was to evaluate potential Project-related groundwater level changes 
under two different well design scenarios: 

1. The first scenario incorporates a production well screened interval from 300 to 700 feet 
below ground surface (ft bgs) for all Project wells.  This perforation interval is across 
both the intermediate and deep aquifers in the Project area. Most of the private land 
owner wells are constructed in the intermediate aquifer. 

2. The second scenario incorporates a production well screened interval from 400 to 
700 ft bgs for all project wells, which is only in the deep aquifer. 

 



Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District 
2014 Drought Relief Project                                                                                                       3-Nov-14 

 

 

4 

 

Stockdale West wells were perforated in both the intermediate and deep aquifers for both 
scenarios. 
  

2.3. Pumping Rates for Project Wells 

The potential pumping rate for individual Project wells was determined based on pumping rates 
for existing wells in the Project area.  Individual well production rates in the Project area 
typically range from approximately 1,600 gallons per minute (gpm) to approximately 5,000 gpm.  
However, wells with both intermediate and deep perforated intervals (250 to  
700 ft bgs) typically produce more than 3,000 gpm.  The individual well pumping rate for Project 
wells in the vicinity of the West and Superior basins was established at approximately  
3,000 gpm.  Project wells in Stockdale East and well pumping for Stockdale West was 
incorporated at an individual well pumping rate of 2,800 gpm.  The total combined production 
(Project and Stockdale West) for the 8-month extraction period (April 2014 through November 
2014) was approximately 44,100 acre-ft.  

No recharge in the Stockdale Integrated Banking Projects or RRBWSD basins was simulated for 
the scenarios. 
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3. Findings 

3.1. Scenario 1 - Wells Perforated from 300 - 700 ft bgs (Intermediate and 

Deep Aquifers) 

Maximum Scenario 1 change in intermediate aquifer groundwater levels, relative to the baseline 
condition, is predicted to be approximately 30 ft at the Superior ponds (see Figure 3).   
Maximum change in deep aquifer groundwater level is predicted to be approximately 50 ft at the 
Stockdale East and West ponds (see Figure 4).  Maximum pumping interference at the nearest 
existing monitoring wells is in the deep aquifer where it is predicted to range from approximately 
17 to 29 ft (see Figure 4). 

3.2. Scenario 2 - Wells Perforated from 400 - 700 ft bgs (Deep Aquifer Only) 

Maximum Scenario 2 change in intermediate aquifer groundwater levels, relative to the baseline 
condition, is predicted to be approximately 30 ft at the Stockdale West ponds (see Figure 5).  
Maximum change in deep aquifer groundwater level is predicted to be approximately 80 ft at the 
Superior ponds (see Figure 6).  Maximum pumping interference at the nearest existing 
monitoring wells is in the deep aquifer where it is predicted to range from approximately 29 to 
56 ft (see Figure 6).   

 

  



Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District 
2014 Drought Relief Project                                                                                                       3-Nov-14 

 

 

6 

 

4. Conclusions 

The following summarizes the findings and conclusions that have been developed based on the 
analysis of Project recovery scenarios: 

1. Model simulations for Scenario 1 (wells perforated in both the intermediate and deep 
aquifers) show that recovering approximately 44,100 acre-ft of water over an eight month 
period within the Project Area during current groundwater level conditions will result in a 
maximum groundwater level change of approximately 30 ft in the intermediate aquifer.  
The greatest groundwater level changes are predicted to occur at the Superior basins and 
Stockdale West basins (see Figure 3).  

2. In the deep aquifer, Scenario 1 groundwater pumping is predicted to result in a maximum 
groundwater level change of approximately 50 ft.  The greatest groundwater level change 
in the deep aquifer is observed in the vicinity of the Stockdale West and Stockdale East 
basins (see Figure 4). 

3. Model simulations for Scenario 2 (wells perforated in the deep aquifer only) show that 
groundwater level changes in the intermediate aquifer in the vicinity of the Superior 
ponds is less than in Scenario 1 (10 to 15 ft of change; see Figure 5).  The greatest 
groundwater level changes are predicted to occur at the Stockdale West basins, where the 
wells were simulated to be perforated in the intermediate aquifer (see Figure 5). 

4. In the deep aquifer, Scenario 2 groundwater pumping is predicted to result in a maximum 
groundwater level change of approximately 80 ft.  The greatest groundwater level change 
in the deep aquifer is observed in the vicinity of the Superior basins (see Figure 6). 

Based on the findings from the analyses of Scenarios 1 and 2, it is concluded that constructing 
the 2014 Drought Relief wells in the deep aquifer (below approximately 400 ft bgs) will have a 
lesser impact on private wells in the area than perforating the wells in both the intermediate and 
deep aquifers.  This is because most of the private wells are believed to be perforated in the 
upper 400 ft bgs.  However, final design of the Project wells will have to take into account other 
design criteria, including: 

Potential Well Yield - The intermediate aquifer beneath the site (see Figure 3) is more 
permeable and less confined than the deep aquifer.  Perforating a well partially in the 
intermediate aquifer would result in higher well yields, particularly during periods of high 
groundwater levels.  It is also noted that the hydraulic head (groundwater level) in the 
intermediate aquifer is higher than that of the deep aquifer during low groundwater 
conditions, which would assist in maintaining higher well yields during these times. 

Groundwater Quality - Arsenic concentrations in the groundwater typically increase with 
increasing depth in the aquifer system.  Including shallower perforations in the intermediate 
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aquifer, which has lower arsenic concentrations, may provide more blending potential for the 
wells and result in lower arsenic concentrations in the discharge. 

It is anticipated that the final design of the Project wells will take into account site-specific data 
to be collected during the drilling and testing of the pilot boreholes for each well. 
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This figure shows the model-predicted difference in groundwater
levels in November 2014 between a "with" drought relief scenario

and a "without" drought relief scenario.  The maximum difference is
estimated for the area around the Superior Ponds where 

groundwater levels are predicted to be as much as 30 feet lower
in November 2014 than they would have been absent the project.

*All Proposed Project Wells are
Perforated in both the

Intermediate and Deep Aquifers.
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This figure shows the model-predicted difference in groundwater
levels in November 2014 between a "with" drought relief scenario

and a "without" drought relief scenario.  The maximum difference is
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This figure shows the model-predicted difference in groundwater
levels in November 2014 between a "with" drought relief scenario

and a "without" drought relief scenario.  The maximum difference is
estimated for the area around the Superior Ponds where 

groundwater levels are predicted to be as much as 80 feet lower
in Novermber 2014 than they would have been absent the project.
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